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Introduction: theories of 
Women’s Studies and the 
autonomy/ integration debate 


Gloria Bowles and Renate Duelli Klein 


‘We may get lost in our transformation’ (Elaine Reuben, 1981)! 


1 The autonomy /integration debate 


This publication has its origins in the first National Women’s Studies 
Association conference in Lawrence, Kansas in 19792 By then Women’s 
Studies in the US was ten years old. As feminists in academe, we had 
spent the first ten years creating our programs, and surviving. We had 
embarked on the journey of doing research from a feminist perspective 
and our new scholarship inspired by our classroom experiences came 
into being rapidly. At Lawrence, in a number of independently con- 
ceived sessions, we found ourselves asking whether the different ques- 
tions we asked which led to growth and innovation in both content and 
method in our teaching and research meant that Women’s Studies was 
forming itself as an academic discipline, a study in its own right. 

The papers in Theories of Women’s Studies document this evolu- 
tion? They ask questions about the nature of Women’s Studies in higher 
education and, by extension, they ask how Women’s Studies as a disci- 
pline is different in content, in form, in aims and objectives from the 
traditional disciplines. Although we did not plan it that way, we now 
see how the papers in this volume provide the information and the 
background for that crucial debate which will shape the development 
of Women’s Studies throughout the 1980s: Is Women’s Studies a 
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discipline of its own, that place in the university where radical, women- 
centered scholarship grows, develops and expands? Or shall feminist 
scholarship, according to the integrationist model, be incorporated into 
the disciplines so that eventually Women’s Studies as a separate entity 
will become obsolete? 

The advocates of each approach have different views on how change 
takes place, The integrationists encourage ‘The Powers That Be’ to 
include women in the curriculum; they think that acts of convincing, 
informing, consciousness-raising are the path to the transformation of 
our present one-sided education. Those who believe in the existence of 
Women’s Studies as a study in its own right have their doubts about 
this approach. They maintain that the structure of knowledge can be 
changed only by radical, innovative feminist scholarship that is given 
a chance to grow in a setting where there is vibrant exchange and 
debate among autonomous feminist scholars who have control over 
their knowledgemaking. 

However, few feminist scholars would want to take an either/or 
stand on the autonomy/integration issue. Many factors influence our 
strategies for promoting and expanding feminist thought within aca- 
deme. The nature and size of our particular university or college, the 
presence or absence of a Women’s Studies program, local cutbacks or 
federal monies for integrationist projects — all of these material realities 
have a profound impact upon our visions and even more so on our day- 
to-day actions. Indeed, under the given circumstances on a particular 
campus integration might seem the wiser road to take. However, we 
believe that all decisions in favor of integration should be informed by 
our awareness of its potential danger to autonomous Women’s Studies 
and feminist thought in general. 

In the following pages, we hope to bring into focus the major 
assumptions and differences between the two approaches, the points 
where their arguments meet and the strategies of each. 


2 Integrationist definitions and strategies 


Initially, Women’s Studies students and teachers expected that within 
a few years we would have succeeded both in creating courses on 
women and in integrating that knowledge into the general curriculum. 
We soon found out that ‘adding’ women was not enough. Ultimately, 
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the questions we asked and the answers we began to formulate did not 
fit into the framework of Men’s Studies? because Women’s Studies 
shares neither the assumptions of the dominant cultures, nor do we 
find the present compartmentalization of knowledge adequate to 
pursue our questions. To introduce feminist insights means to challenge 
radically the generation and distribution of knowledge; it means chang- 
ing the whole shape of the course, or the problem — or the discipline. 
Such a concept of Women’s Studies demands more than having a course 
‘on women’, more than remedying the curriculum by inserting some 
women poets into a course on ‘great poets of .. .’. It goes beyond 
demanding that women be ‘equal’ to men, for, as we know from 
women’s history, such an equal rights approach still accepts andro- 
centricity — the value-set of the dominant culture — as the norm into 
which women must be fit. 

Autonomous Women’s Studies, as we define it, has the potential to 
alter fundamentally the nature of all knowledge by shifting the focus 
from androcentricity to a frame of reference in which women’s dif- 
ferent and differing ideas, experiences, needs and interests are valid in 
their own right and form the basis for our teaching and learning. Within 
such a conceptualization of Women’s Studies every issue is a Women’s 
Studies issue: women are no longer subordinated to the power and 
control of male-defined knowledge. All existing knowledge needs to 
be examined for its adequacy and usefulness for women and men. 

We are skeptical whether the present structure of education (and 
the nature of societal institutions at large) can ever accommodate 
feminist claims because its very existence depends on the perpetuation 
of patriarchal assumptions and values. Advocates of autonomous 
Women’s Studies and integrationists thus work from different assump- 
tions: the integrationists hope to achieve the transformation from 
within the very framework which we believe needs transforming. 

At this writing, there are 49 integrationist projects in the US (Mc- 
Intosh, 1982). These projects vary greatly, depending on the program 
administrators and the institutions in which they find themselves. 
Each integration project has its self-conception, its own image. For 
example, at Montana State University, the project ‘proposes to develop 
strategies for reducing sex bias in higher education curriculum, through 
a two-year faculty development program’ (Schmitz, 1981, unpaginated). 
Although this language subtly points to male bias it makes no great 
claims, saying only it will attempt to reduce sex bias. Does such a 
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stance seriously challenge the androcentric nature of the present 
curriculum? At Stephens, a small private women’s college in Columbia, 
Missouri, a Women’s Studies Program was already in place before the 
onset of an interdisciplinary project whose goal it is to bring Women’s 
Studies closer to the center of the whole curriculum, because ‘the 
dignity and equality of women’ is the uppermost aim of the college 
(Stephens College, 1982, unpaginated), Wheaton College, a small 
women’s college in Massachusetts, hopes for a ‘more balanced cur- 
riculum, reflecting the experiences and accomplishments of women 
as well as men’ (Spanier and Schmidt, 1981). Such a balanced view 
of human existence, however desirable as it is, seems unrealistic — to 
say the least — in our unbalanced world, where half the population 
dominates the other half and ‘balance’, in the eyes of many, equals 
women becoming like men. In their publicity materials, Wheaton 
further argues that ‘the development of separate Women’s Studies 
courses and programs has so far produced only a minimal impact 
on the core of the liberal arts curriculum’ (Spamer and Schmidt, 
1981). 

This assumption that Women’s Studies is something ‘separate’ or 
apart, a kind of ghetto, is repeated in other integrationist documents. 
Indeed, feminist scholarship is not known by many outside our own 
circles, But is this the responsibility of Women’s Studies or a result of 
the very resistance that we have to expect from the educational system 
and society at large? Why do we seem surprised by this resistance? 
For in fact what we are about is nothing less than an intellectual 
revolution: we challenge the dominant culture at its source. As Elizabeth 
Minnich puts it (1982, p. 9): ‘What we [feminists] are doing, is compar- 
able to Copernicus shattering our geo-centricity, Darwin shattering 
our species-centricity. We are shattering andro-centricity, and the 
change is as fundamental, as dangerous, as exciting.’ And we are sur- 
prised that we are not welcome in the academy? 

Other integrationist projects share Wheaton’s optimism about 
‘balancing the curriculum’ by adding Women’s Studies, Judith Walzer, 
a Princeton administrator, writes that ‘Women’s Studies does not 
constitute a new discipline but a new subject with a special perspective 
that can help to change the old disciplines’ (1982, p. 22). For her, 
integration wards off the possibility of being ‘cordoned off from the 
mainstream of the university.’ She says that this ‘has sometimes been 
the case with Afro-American Studies and other enclaves for special 
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interests and purposes which the university as a whole may ignore 
while supporting these enterprises financially’ (Ibid., p. 22). 

Here we have the ghetto idea again. We think, however, that there 
is another way to look at this. We see it as the attempt of a minority 
culture (such as the Afro-American people in the US) and a minority/ 
majority culture (such as women world-wide) to reclaim the past, 
to alter the present, and in so doing to challenge the continuation of 
white male hegemony. Why should Women’s Studies and ethnic 
studies programs be seen as ghettos and enclaves for ‘special interests’ 
rather than represent a move away from the present oppressive culture 
of the dominant few — white men and their values — towards a more 
inclusive structure of knowledge validating and reflecting the differ- 
ing experiences and interests of a wide range of people? For sure, 
Women’s Studies, as it presently exists, has its own problems with 
heterosexism, classism and racism in its predominantly white programs 
— all inherited from patriarchal culture. But within Women’s Studies 
there is an awareness of these problems and we are working hard to 
overcome them. 

Mary Ruth Warner, who teaches Black Studies and Women’s Studies 
at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst, says, in describing the 
goals of the Women’s Studies program: ‘While one of the goals of the 
Program is to foster the mainstreaming of Women’s Studies into the 
university curriculum, our primary focus has been the development 
of Women’s Studies as a discipline.” And she continues: ‘Another 
important aspect of our efforts has been the mainstreaming of the 
subjects of black women and racism into the Women’s Studies cur- 
riculum’ (Dinnerstein, 1981, unpaginated). Thus for Warner — and 
we would hope for many other Women’s Studies practitioners — the 
focus is on making Women’s Studies a complete study in its own 
right and inclusive of and for all women. 


3 What future for Women’s Studies? 


The idea that Women’s Studies as a discipline is an enclave for special 
interests is also the centerpiece of Carolyn Lougee’s call for integra- 
tion. Lougee voted against a course in women’s culture at Stanford 
and worked instead to infiltrate the required western civilization 
curriculum. She writes that: 
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following the dominant pattern for course development in women’s 
studies, a separate course on women’s culture was proposed as a 
corrective for those students who might have a special interest in 
women. This proposal was turned down on the grounds that it was 
inadvisable to have a separate compensatory core curriculum for 
those with special interests. This would reaffirm the marginality 

of women’s studies and in a perverse way relieve teachers in the 
mainline course from the obligation to deal with women’s issues 
(1981, p. 5). 


Of course, both Walzer and Lougee are worried that the traditional 
disciplines will be let off the hook if we do not mainstream the male- 
stream. But in fact, as they devote their energies to changing the 
hearts and minds of the education establishment, they build up obsta- 
cles to the development of Women’s Studies as a study in its own 
right. If we put our efforts into changing ‘them,’ will we have energy 
left to develop ‘us’? If all the womanpower and financial resources 
go into faculty development seminars, integration workshops, and 
curriculum development in the existing disciplines, when is the over- 
worked and underpaid Women’s Studies ‘expert’ going to do her own 
research and teaching in Women’s Studies? Moreover, once the inte- 
gration of the study of women into the disciplines has been declared 
to be the central goal, why should the university or- college support 
the existence of autonomous Women’s Studies, especially when short 
of funds? 

There are feminist scholars who talk openly about the eventual 
demise of Women’s Studies. Writing to an audience outside Women’s 
Studies in Change Magazine, Florence Howe, whose pioneering work in 
establishing Women’s Studies has been invaluable and who deserves 
every possible credit for it, characterizes Women’s Studies as part of 
the passage towards integration, or transformation. She writes that ‘It 
is, in my view, impossible to move directly from the male-centered 
curriculum to what I have described as transformation of that cur- 
riculum into a changed and coeducational one — without passing 
through some form of women’s studies’ (Howe, 1982, p. 18). She 
adds: ‘In short, there is no way around women’s studies, if by that 
term we mean a deep and richer immersion in the scholarship on 
women’ (Ibid.). Does Howe want to have it both ways, as she tells 
those who dominate academe that we must have Women’s Studies 
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but promises that eventually, and what we are all working for, is the 
withering away of Women’s Studies? Does Nancy Cott take a similar 
line, when she is quoted as saying that ‘I hope that in the long term, 
Women’s Studies will not be necessary as a separate perspective because 
the perspective that it suggests will become the normal one, that is, 
a perspective in which women are as much recognized as men are. 
But, when I say in the long term, 1 think it’s going to take fifty years 
or so’ (1982, p. 3)? Is this a strategy to avoid announcing our intention 
to be around for a very long time or a real, felt goal? We think the 
distinction is crucial. 


Up to now we have been speaking primarily of those who have been 
in Women’s Studies for several years. But of course there have been 
and are many feminist scholars who are studying women within the 
disciplines. This is quite different from doing Women’s Studies. A 
feminist scholar working within one of the traditional disciplines 
must write to the audience in her field; she has to ground herself in 
the structure and ideas set up by that discipline and to be knowledge- 
able about it. In order to survive, the feminist disciplinary scholar must 
tactfully take apart brick by brick the ideas of her forefathers. And, 
unlike the Women’s Studies scholar who is supposed to do the integrat- 
ing of Women’s Studies into the disciplines, to give her energies to 
‘balancing’ the curriculum, the feminist working to change her disci- 
pline will not find it advantageous to support and work in Women’s 
Studies. Most probably her participation in Women’s Studies will not 
add to her chances of keeping her job or being promoted, In either 
case — whether of the feminist disciplinary scholar or the Women’s 
Studies person redirecting her efforts to integration — it is the old, old 
story of women taking on double burdens: women must be experts in 
the ‘old’ Men’s Studies and in the ‘new’ feminist ideas on the traditional 
academic disciplines® The autonomous Women’s Studies person, on the 
other hand, has the possibility of continuing her feminist work (rela- 
tively) free from the interference of patriarchal belief-systems. 

No matter what decisions individual women make about the nature 
of our feminist work and commitment, we think it is essential that we 
are aware both of the long range implications of our choices and of 
the necessity of understanding in detail our different points of view. 
Most importantly, women who have chosen either approach must 
keep informed about our work and support each other. The divide- 
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and-conquer mechanisms of separating women from each other — as for 
instance in juxtaposing autonomous with integrationist Women’s 
Studies — is all too obvious. Without support from outside our own 
circles autonomous Women’s Studies may wither away; but with- 
out the existence and support of innovative and radical autonomous 
Women’s Studies the feminist disciplinary scholar and those integrating 
Women’s Studies into the existing disciplines may have more and more 
difficulties in justifying their work to those in power in their disciplines, 

If we do not join forces and work together we may all disappear! 
Does history inevitably have to repeat itself? Do we need to go away — 
if only to surface again fifty years later and thus to repeat what Dale 
Spender has convincingly demonstrated has been happening with 
women’s protest for centuries (1982)? 


Some feminist scholars working for integration see the pitfalls of over- 
work and narrow disciplinarity and the necessity for autonomous 
Women’s Studies. Peggy McIntosh, Director of the Faculty Develop- 
ment Project at the Wellesley College Center for Research on Women 
points out that the integrationist projects ‘absolutely depend on the 
work of scholars in Women’s Studies.’ She says’ ‘We need to be careful 
not to wear out our womanpower, not to spread ourselves too thin, 
not to allow superficial change, not to dilute the radical work of 
Women’s Studies as it enters what used to be called the mainstream’ 
(1982). 

And in their report on ‘How to Integrate Women’s Studies into the 
Traditional Curriculum,’ Myra Dinnerstein, Sheryl O’Donnell and 
Patricia MacCorquodale of the Southwest Institute for Research on 
Women (SIROW) write: 


It should be made clear from the beginning that intergration is an 
adjunct and not a substitute for Women’s Studies courses and that 
these courses need to continue to provide the depth and breadth 
not possible in mainstream classes (1981, p. 22). 


The SIROW report also acknowledges that some Women’s Studies 
scholars are sceptical of their new strategy. They state that 


Interestingly enough, some of the resistance to curriculum integra- 
tion comes from dedicated Women’s Studies scholars and teachers 
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who worry, quite legitimately, about what will happen to the 
feminist perspective in the classrooms of non-feminist professors. 
They believe that mainstreaming will result in only token and 
sometimes inaccurate additions to the curriculum and would pre- 
fer that students be exposed to this material in Women’s Studies 
classes (Ibid., p. 19). 


We share these concerns and in the following summarize what we see 
to be some of the problematic issues in the integrationist approach: 


Who is the primary audience for integrated Women’s Studies? Is it 
an audience of academics who wish to reform the disciplines but 
see no need to challenge the existing structure of knowledge based 
on the dominant androcentric culture? Or is it a feminist audience 
committed to changing society on a fundamental level including 
change in the content and form of what is considered ‘knowledge’ 
and ‘education’? 


What happens to a body of feminist knowledge that is distributed by 
non-feminists because they have to incorporate it into their course? 
And what happens to the student who gets her or his feminist 
education from such a teacher? 


What do integrationists mean by integration? Does their aim of 
‘balancing the curriculum’ mean to fit women into the present male- 
defined framework of knowledge: by whose definition and for 
whose benefit is this ‘balance’? 


Through integration, will the radical potential of feminist scholar- 
ship be diluted? With its gained respectability and legitmacy will it 
become just as dogmatic, rigid (and boring) as much of the present 
Men's Studies is? What will prevent the feminist mainstreaming 
scholar from becoming co-opted and colluding with those in power 
in order to keep her job? And what will prevent women from 
becoming invisible again within the existing disciplines? 


What precisely is being integrated? Is it the study of white, hetero- 
sexual middle-class women into the study of white, heterosexual! 
middle-class men? How will the integrationist efforts influence the 
already fragile alliances between women of various colors, sexual 
orientation and classes outside and inside formal education? 
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Turning to the influences of integrationist Women’s Studies on auto- 
nomous Women’s Studies, the following questions might be asked: 


Is there a relationship between calling Women’s Studies (and Ethnic 
Studies) ‘ghettos’ and ‘for special interests and purposes’, as some 
integrationists do, and the ongoing misogynist and racist devalu- 
ation of all ‘non-male’ and ‘non-white’ people as ‘other’ which 
feminism is supposed to oppose in the first place? 


Many integrationists insist that autonomous Women’s Studies 
Programs within higher education are necessary too, But what 
exactly is being done to secure the future of autonomous Women’s 
Studies? In times of financial restrictions how are administrators 
to be prevented from declaring Women’s Studies obsolete in the 
light of seeing women become integrated into the existing disci- 
plines? What will convince them to fund separate Women’s Studies 
Programs? 


Women’s Studies scholars are urged to become involved in main- 
streaming Women’s Studies. If they take on the task — and in many 
instances they won’t even have the chance to say no — how can they 
simultaneously continue to do innovative cross-disciplinary research 
and teaching in Women’s Studies? And it is not only the sheer work- 
load with which we are concerned but equally the disturbing need 
to constantly change one’s frame of reference: from telling ‘the 
unconvinced’ (and encountering all sorts of familiar responses from 
ridicule to intellectual exploitation) to coping with the problems 
among ‘the convinced’: internal and external constraints on Women’s 
Studies practitioners. 


Finally, why is it that after only ten years of autonomous Women’s 
Studies there is this impetus to tell ‘them’ rather than develop ‘us’? The 
parallel to women taking care of (‘men’s?’) emotional needs comes to 
mind: why do women do it? Isn’t integrationist Women’s Studies 
premature? Doesn't entering into mainstreaming reflect a ‘giving-in’ 
to the perpetuation of patriarchal power? And why is it that rather 
than acknowledging economic hardships which may indeed necessitate 
this decision under the pretext of ‘true concern’, women mediate, 
and translate and nurture trying to make ‘them’ understand ‘us’? We 
think that women should continue our women-centred study of women 
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and men without feeling guilty for catering ‘to women only’? And we 
hope that our work will prove that women need not always turn 
against each other and thus weaken our joint feminist impact upon 
the Powers That Be? 

With these reflections it is to that compelling field within Women’s 
Studies — women’s history — that we turn to make some final com- 
ments on the autonomy/integration debate. 


4 Herstory’s lessons: female autonomy and power 


How does this change take place? Does it occur by trying to convince 
those in power to give up their power voluntarily? Or does it happen 
when the powerless empower themselves? These are not new ques- 
tions nor can we pursue all their dimensions in a few pages. But con- 
temporary feminist scholars have recently addressed them as they look 
back upon the history of women. In Women of Ideas and What Men 
Have Done to Them: From Aphra Behn to Adrienne Rich (1982) Dale 
Spender argues that ‘men either use or lose’ women’s ideas and that 
they have done so for centuries, We do not know the names and the 
theories of the radical thinkers of our past and we are made to believe 
that women have no intellectual heritage. How many of us know about 
Mary Astell or Harriet Martineau or Matilda Joslyn Gage or Hedwig 
Dohm or Mary Ritter Beard — to name only a few of our feminist 
foremothers? Compared to their ideas, ours are neither original nor 
radical® Now that feminists are (again) unearthing our heritage we can 
start to draw upon both the experiences and the theories of these 
women for our work. But have we learned from them? The present 
developments make it not unreasonable to believe that our ideas too 
will be used or lost, appropriated or absorbed, diluted or distorted. 
Dale Spender advocates ‘that women withdraw their labour, that they 
go on knowledge strike, for if women cannot control the knowledge 
they produce, at least they can ensure that it cannot be used as evi- 
dence against them.’ Our worst fear is that ‘integration’ will make 
women invisible once again. 

The integrationist trend opens up some additional disturbing ques- 
tions that are difficult to raise even within our own circles. Why are 
some women backing away from independent women — power in 
academe, as they abandon the central goal of establishing Women’s 
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Studies programs and work instead to change the disciplines? From 
whom does the idea of Women’s Studies as a ‘separate’ study and as 
representing ‘special interests’ come? Why is the reality of a female 
culture so frightening? Why indeed do some of us seem wary of assert- 
ing the need for a women-centered education? 

Perhaps most of us still need male approval, And are we afraid of 
being perceived as ‘man haters’? These dilemmas were apparent in the 
early 1970s as the current wave of the women’s movement began: it 
is strange to see those fears surfacing again in the 1980s. We think this 
perception comes from the outside. No doubt there are some men for 
whom it is advantageous to argue that we have hateful motives, others 
are simply confused or frightened by women who believe in a women- 
centered education. Still others — a few — indeed attempt to change. 
It is not ‘man-hating’ that motivates us but rather ‘woman-loving’; our 
passionate opposition to a system of domination which does not allow 
women to work and be together for a better future in ways that we 
choose. 

Our sense of the need for autonomous Women’s Studies is based on 
our own experience and on our reading of women’s history. In ‘Separa- 
tism as Strategy: Female Institution Building and American Feminism, 
1870-1930,’ Estelle Freedman (1979) shows vividly how doomed is the 
attempt to forsake a female sphere in order to pursue an idea of ‘equal- 
ity.’ She argues that the ‘private’ domain of the female sphere, and the 
bonding which took place within it, led to public power. A Feminist 
Studies symposium on ‘Politics and Culture in Women’s History’ points 
to, among other things, the differences between a self-created women’s 
culture and a maleamposed ‘separate sphere’ (Walkowitz, 1980, p. 26). 
And Gerda Lerner’s years of work in women’s history has led her to 
understand the threat of women-centeredness not only for men but 
also for women: 


The move of women from marginality to the center shatters the 
system. That is too dangerous a thought for most women to con- 
template. ... We abort our thought in order not to lose the spiritual 
safety provided for us within the patriarchy. .. . Without our co- 
operation it could not exist. [And] against the enormous weight of 
patriarchal thought, valuations, and the thousands of years of insti- 
tutionalized disadvantaging of women, there stands only the reality 
of the female experience of self and community, the actuality of 
women’s historical past (1980, pp. 21-2). 
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We need autonomous and independent Women’s Studies programs or 
departments within universities so that feminists from a variety of 
backgrounds and interests can engage in active dialogue among them- 
selves in order to build feminist scholarship and to bring it to the class- 
room. Moreover, it is crucial for feminist scholars wherever they might 
be and whatever their chosen field within the academy to actively 
support autonomous Women’s Studies. ‘We may get lost in our trans- 
formation’ if women give all their energies to changing the disciplines. 
In the US we will no longer have a professional organization if women 
decide to devote themselves exclusively to their disciplinary groups 
rather than to the National Women's Studies Association, For, as 
Estelle Freedman notes, ‘Without a constituency a movement cannot 
survive’ (1979, p. 515). 

Of course autonomy in itself does not guarantee a radical restructur- 
ing of knowledge, If Women’s Studies were to follow the example of 
the traditional disciplines, then a separate Women’s Studies entity 
might be the road to elitism: writing and thinking time for the privi- 
leged few, this time for white middle-class women, Some autonomous 
Women’s Studies programs and departments may indeed turn that way. 
In others — and we are optimistic that this will be the majority — the 
links between the feminists inside academe and the women's com- 
munity outside will be strong enough to prevent this from happening, 
as they point our research and teaching in the needed direction, Because 
indeed, an academic Women’s Studies without connections to our own 
roots — the concerns of al] women that started the women’s liberation 
movement — could not fulfil the expectations and hopes that inspired 
its beginnings. 

We believe that autonomous Women’s Studies programs, in constant 
interaction with the community, hold the potential for contributing to 
changes in the present power relationships in society at large. If knowl- 
edge is power — and we hold on to this belief — then we must carefully 
scrutinize the roads we take in our quest for knowledge — the way we 
make our revolutions — and ask whether they are indeed suited to mak- 
ing our visions come to life. Despite all the good intentions of the 
integrationists, we are worried that women may end up being invisible 
again: buried in the existing disciplines and separated from each other. 

We need autonomous Women’s Studies because by exploring women's 
experiences and investigating our needs and interests in a context free 
from the interference of men we generate knowledge for women. We 
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believe that women have just as much ‘right’ as men to have courses in 
which women are at the center of inquiry — and avowedly so and with- 
out apologies! In an unequal world, courses ‘for women only’ are of 
vital necessity. A women-centered education’ will teach us about our 
heritage, make us strong with and for each other as we validate and 
acknowledge women’s similarities and differences. We have to prevent 
yet another cycle of history in which feminist ideas will be buried and 
erased from the record of knowledge-making. Women’s intellectual 
contributions must continue to be available. In autonomous Women’s 
Studies programs we have (some) control over the knowledge we pro- 
duce and we should treasure them as places where we can continue 
our feminist work in theory and practice. 


The papers in this volume all subscribe to the need for strong women- 
centered feminist research and teaching. The authors are questioning 
the dichotomies of conventional research; we are creating women- 
centered theories and we are thinking dialectically and en-visioning. 
The cumulative effect and the relanonship between our papers make 
us think twice about terms such as ‘social science’ and even ‘inter- 
disciplinary.’ There is some ‘humanities’, some ‘social science’ and 
some ‘natural science’ in these contributions but what they jointly 
achieve is a way of thinking which because it is feminist and thus 
women-centered, aims at dis-covering positive meanings for women 
and leaves behind patriarchal traditions. This exciting development 
is especially true for the notion of ‘theory’ and it is to a discussion 
of this topic and the contents of this book that we now turn. 


5 Theories of Women’s Studies 


‘There is nothing so practical as a good theory’ (Kanter, 1977, 
p. 295). 


Women’s Studies programs and departments are crucial as centers for 
developing feminist thought. This is the place in the university where 
our ideas are taken seriously. Here we can build and test our theories, 
confident that critiques will be substantive and engaged. (This is, by the 
way, how the disciplines function for scholars in other fields.) 

As we build our theories, we must confront women’s unique rela- 
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tionship to theory. For some of us, theory is something we cannot do 
(it’s what men do). Some of us are hostile to theory because theories 
have been used against women; some of us associate theorizing with 
elite educations which are not available to most women® Through 
dynamic interaction with each other, we have learned that there is 
nothing inherently misogynist about theory formulation. Theories 
are useful, nothing more or less than tools for our work, and they 
change constantly, as our knowledge grows. Our theories must incor- 
porate both facts and feelings in order to reveal the totality of women’s 
experiences, And we theorize in order to act: we need women-centered 
theories to develop strategies for change. Of course such a definition of 
theory has little in common with the standard notion of theory as 
‘Supposition or system of ideas explaining something, esp. one based 
on general principles independent of the facts, phenomena, etc., to be 
explained’ (The Oxford Concise Dictionary, p. 1201, 1979). 

One of the first claims of feminist scholarship was that male theories 
about women were biased. So we declared that since everything is 
biased we at least would state our biases. In ‘Theorising about theoris- 
ing,’ Dale Spender acknowledges, and accepts, the relativity of all 
‘Truths,’ including feminist ones. In a meditation on becoming a 
feminist and a writer, she reminds us of the arbitrary nature of all 
meaning, Meaning is projected in retrospect on a series of previously 
unordered thoughts; it is socially constructed (‘Theories and perspec- 
tives do not fall from the air ready made’), Our theories are always in 
flux, we must tolerate contradiction in them, and we must look to 
other women for validation of other theories, she says, 

The papers which follow trace a question which for us several 
years ago was really a question: ‘Is Women’s Studies an academic 
discipline?’ Gloria Bowles’s article shows what Women’s Studies has in 
common with the existing disciplines. But she is also wary of this 
appellation because she fears that Women’s Studies will become Just 
another academic discipline, ‘academic’ in the sense of ‘useless’ to the 
community and esotenc as well, so that only a new scholarly elite 
speaks the Women’s Studies language. Sandra Coyner, however, is quite 
firm in her declaration that Women’s Studies is an academic discipline, 
She gives us a complex view of the nature of the existing disciplines, 
and goes on to capture a vision of what ours could ideally be. She 
speaks of ‘Women’s Studies as an academic discipline: why and how to 
do it,’ taking the unorthodox view that ‘interdisciplinarity’ as she 


16/Introduction 


defines it is not suited to Women's Studies. Both of these papers come 
to the conclusion that we must pursue the development of Women's 
Studies as a study in its own right. They recognize that we need analysis 
that makes use of established knowledge (e.g. Freudian or Marxist 
theory) but they also advocate the development of Women’s Studies 
theory in and of itself. Feminist scholarship must go beyond the 
limits of received perspectives to develop our own theories and methods, 

In ‘Learning Women’s Studies,’ Taly Rutenberg shows how this new 
knowledge is brought into the classroom. For her, Women’s Studies is 
a dynamic study which contrasts with her work in the established disci- 
plines. The Women’s Studies student is engaged in the classroom because 
the subject matter has meaning in her own life, Students are central to 
the process of creating Women’s Studies theory; they are pioneers 
whose work is important. 

Bari Watkins offers a slightly different angle on the relationship of 
Women’s Studies and the established disciplines, arguing that the 
humanities have a good deal to learn from Women’s Studies, if they 
will only learn. In ‘Feminism: a last chance for the humanities?,’ she 
points out that Women’s Studies offers a ‘model of intellectual revolu- 
tion which may well prove to be effective for all of the humanities.’ 

Renate Duelli Klein contends that so far feminist scholarship has 
focused on the ‘what’ and neglected the ‘how’ of its research. In ‘How 
to do what we want to do: thoughts about feminist methodology’ she 
argues that the lack of feminist methodological development has 
contributed to research on women rather than research for women. 
Sexist bias in method has not been given sufficient attention; since 
methods are tools for translating theory into action, we must be certain 
that they reflect the experiences of women. In an example of feminist 
research from Germany, she describes some of the criteria feminist 
methods should meet and goes on to discuss strategies for developing 
women-centered methods, 

Duelli Klein’s essay is the first in a series of papers on feminist 
methodology” At the heart of these methodological approaches is the 
idea that feminist research must be for women, that it should be useful 
in improving the daily life and the general lot of a diversity of women, 
The writers have different ways of going about this and if they had a 
chance to sit down together one evening to ‘talk methodology,’ there 
would be disagreements. Yet it is striking that this kind of thinking has 
been taking place simultaneously on the continent, in Britain and in the 
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US, although the writers had no contact with each other. 

One of the major concerns of these scholars is the link between the 
‘researcher’ and the ‘researched.’ How does the relatively privileged 
researcher, usually white, with a university education, reach out to 
the woman in the community? Isn't there something patronizing 
about formulating the relationship in this way? Do academic women 
and battered women or displaced homemakers share common ground? 
Or are these false distinctions — since in some kinds of ways we are all 
battered, can all use research tools? How is the researcher changed by 
the research process? Do we measure the success of a successful femin- 
ist research project by the extent to which these very dichotomies 
between researcher and researcher are broken down? And what about 
the implications of our findings for policy decisions? 

It is the basic assumption of these articles that all women are oppres- 
sed and that we need to identify and understand both the similarities 
and the differences of our oppressions. Women researchers, then, must 
begin with our own experience. Maria Mies says that women, not men, 
are best equipped to undertake research for women; ‘If women social 
scientists take their own subjective expenence of sexist discrimination 
and their rebellion against it as a starting point and guiding principle for 
their research, they ... become critically aware of a number of weak- 
nesses of ... established research.’ For Liz Stanley and Sue Wise as 
well, our own experience must be our guide. They want to find out 
about the ‘events and experiences in women’s lives!’ Dailiness is crucial: 
‘We must necessarily effect many small liberations in many small 
seemingly insignificant aspects of our lives or we shall never start the 
revolution, nor even recognize it happening around us.’ 

Of course, none of this is easy. First, women have been barred from 
experiencing our experience; it takes an enormous effort, an enormous 
consciousness to even be able to feel our own feelings and think our 
own thoughts, as Barbara Du Bois points out. The research processes 
described here try to find out how to find out what we do know, In 
devising ways to find out what women know, the researchers both 
borrow from existing approaches and depart from them. Toby Epstein 
Jayaratne shows how quantitative methods can be altered and used 
for women. Shulamit Reinharz points out how her ‘experiential analy- 
sis’ is related to existential and phenomenological thought. Liz Stanley 
and Sue Wise acknowledge their debt to ethnomethodology. It is 
important to know our relationship to existing thought and to the 


18/Introduction 


thoughts of each other since we do not have time both to re-discover 
the already known and find new knowledge for women. Acknowledging 
debts is one thing; but, as Wise and Stanley say, 


We're first, foremost, and last, feminists; not feminist-phenomeno- 
logists, feminist-marxists or feminist hyphen anything else. Our 
interest and concern is with feminism and feminist revolution. And 
because of this we believe that feminism should borrow, steal, 
change, modify and use for its own purposes any and everything 
from anywhere that looks of interest and of use to it, but that we 
must do this critically. 


In their search to find out how to find out what we know about 
being women, several of the contributors to this volume experiment 
with new ways of writing. Barbara Du Bois invents a poetic prose, 
marking her essays by sections (I, II, etc.) in the way that many femin- 
ist poets today mark their poems; each section reflects upon the others. 
She calls her essay ‘notes’, a way of bringing these lofty topics into 
perspective rather than inflating them as some male philosophers do. 
‘Notes’ also denotes thought in process: there is fluidity here, a sense 
that this is not final. Du Bois lets feeling, and poetry, into her prose; 
her method for knowing what she knows reminds us of Dale Spender’s 
introductory essay on theorizing which reveals associational thought, 
the sense of a writer working things out on the page, coming to know 
through various permutations of language. Dale Spender’s is associa- 
tional thought; Barbara Du Bois writes ‘notes.’ But years of training, 
de-training, work, finding a way to speak of their own experience, 
stand behind these associations, these notes. All of the contributors 
to our volume are white, from different classes and of varying sexual 
preferences; they have had different levels of access to education. All 
of us who can write — who have the education, and now the time — 
are among the most privileged of women. 

Marcia Westkott’s piece is philosophical prose; there are echoes of 
the existential idiom in her lines: ‘Individual freedom and the freedom 
of all women are linked when one has reached the critical consciousness 
that we are united first of all in our unfreedom.’ But the sentences are 
jarring precisely because the existentialists never talked about women; 
Westkott has appropriated this prose for women and thus at once 
provided a criuque of the old tradition and put women at the center of 
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a new one. Hers is an act of feminist revolt. ‘Feminism withdraws 
consent from the patnarchal construction of reality,’ says Barbara 
Du Bois. A reinvention of language is one of the ways these authors 
withdraw consent, 


In ‘Passionate Scholarship,’ Barbara Du Bois reminds us in very basic 
ways what we are about; this grounding is important to feminist schol- 
ars since we are dedicated to staying with our basic purposes, ‘To 
address women’s lives and experience in their own terms, to create 
theory grounded in the actual experience and language of women, 
is the central agenda for feminist social science and scholarship.’ 

For Du Bois, as for the other feminists writing in these pages, the 
challenge is “To see what is there.’ Du Bois thinks we cannot see women 
through traditional science and theory. Whether or not this is the case is 
crucial for Women’s Studies; the writers in this volume offer a range of 
perspectives on this debate. Du Bois addresses as well the central issue 
of dichotomous thought, the female way of seeing things whole; she 
shows how language reflects these different ways of viewing the world. 
Like Liz Stanley and Sue Wise, she wants feminist scholarship to be 
both complex and contextual; and like all of the writers represented 
here, she wants it to be rigorous. 

The first version of the article by Maria Mies, ‘Towards a method- 
ology for feminist research,’ was given in a talk in Frankfurt early in 
1977. ‘Methodische Postulate zur Frauenforschung’ (‘Methodological 
postulates for Women’s Studies’) grew out of Mies’s longtime involve- 
ment with action research, her work as a teacher and researcher in 
developing countries, especially India, and her involvement in the 
German women’s movement, notably a project on violence against 
women. The German version has been revised for an English speaking 
audience. In ‘Towards a methodology for feminist research,’ Mies says 
that ‘new wine must not be poured into old bottles.’ We must recon- 
ceptualize all stages of the research process so that Women’s Studies 
is in constant interaction with the concerns of the majority of women 
who are not among the privileged earning their living by doing research. 
Mies proposes seven methodological postulates: (1) the feminist re- 
searcher must openly state her biases, her conscious partiality, which 
is not to be confused with mere subjectivity; (2) the researcher’s usual 
view from above must be substituted by a view from below; (3) the 
researcher must actively participate in the women’s liberation move- 
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ment, in order to avoid uninvolved spectator knowledge; (4) the start- 
ing point for the scientific quest must be a commitment to changing the 
status quo; (5) the research process must be one of ‘conscientizagao,’ as 
Freire means it, and this research is pursued in order to act; (6) as part 
of the ‘conscientization’ process, women must study our individual and 
social histories in order to appropriate our past so that we can devise 
strategies for the future; (7) women must talk together about our 
experience and generalize from it in order to understand the social 
causes of our individual deprivations. 

Mies goes on to discuss the application of these postulates in a 
project with battered women in Cologne. And in a postscript, she con- 
siders their application in non-western cultures. With this postscript, we 
are able to see how women’s studies methods could be for all women, 
crossing cultural and material boundaries, how research has the poten- 
tial to serve as a means to self-help and self-actualization instead of 
being a way for ‘us’ — women in academe — to impose models upon 
women out there — ‘them.’ Mies does not gloss over the difficulties 
in pursuing this kind of work, the conflicts which arise when women of 
different realities and priorities work together and the blocks which 
prevent researchers from breaking away from training which assumes 
a hierarchical research situation. Her goal is to document and analyze 
the many elements of our oppression in order finally to overcome it. 
This is a theme that appears often in this collection; in fact, it is remark- 
able how many of the ideas first expressed by Maria Mies in 1977 are 
the very ideas elaborated upon by feminist social scientists writing in 
1981. 


For some time social scientists have been engaged in debates about 
the virtues of qualitative versus quantitative research. Feminist re- 
searchers have also taken up this discussion, though with different 
emphases. Many feminist social scientists are actively hostile toward 
quantitative research because they believe that human behavior cannot 
be measured and that those who measure wish also to control. Toby 
Epstein Jayaratne, in ‘The value of quantitative methodology for 
feminist research,’ argues that quantitative research can be used for 
women; because feminists are often accused of bias, more ‘objective’ 
means of measurement can function to reinforce our beliefs about 
discrimination against women. While Jayaratne thinks there is no such 
thing as pure objectivity, she respects ‘the guidelines, codes of ethics, 
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and standards developed by quantitative research’ but suggests some 
changes in that research process (specifically in survey research) which 
would make the approach more feminist. She does not see quantitative 
and qualitative research as mutually exclusive, but thinks both should 
be used to improve the lives of women, 

Jayaratne says that often social science has not been used for people; 
rather we have been used by it. She urges feminists not only to do 
quantitative research but to make certain that this research is seen by 
policy makers. It is also Shulamit Reinharz’s contention that social 
science has used people more than it has been of use to them. Her 
purpose in ‘Experiential analysis: a contribution to feminist research’ 
is to expand on ideas developed in her book, On Becoming a Social 
Scientist. Reinharz would agree with Dale Spender that knowledge 
is socially constructed, that there are certain things we are permit- 
ted to know, She shows how changes in approaches to knowing have 
taken place within her own discipline and how this critical perspec- 
tive leads her constantly to question what she knows and how she 
knows it. This questioning eventually leads to new ideas, new methods, 
In an act of translation that is particularly useful for those of us not 
trained in the social sciences, Reinharz goes on to show how ‘experi- 
ential analysis’ is both grounded in and departs from other innovative, 
anti-positivist approaches in her field; she also sets up a contrast be- 
tween traditional research methods and her own approach, Thus, the 
paper vividly illustrates how many steps academic feminists work 
through in order finally to establish the validity of their own sense of 
what is important to study and how one goes about studying it. Rein- 
harz speaks in detail about how she does her research. She sees ‘experi- 
ential analysis’ as a ‘collection of interacting components: assumptions, 
personal preparation, problem formulation, data gathering and stop- 
ping, data digestions and presentation, policy questions.’ For her, the 
purposes of research are to ‘represent growth and understanding in the 
arena of the problem investigated, the person(s) doing the investigation, 
and the method uulized.’ 

All of these writers want feminist social science to be for women but 
each one sees the working out of this usefulness in a different way. 
Toby Epstein Jayaratne is interested in influencing policy makers, 
Maria Mies wants to work directly with groups of women. In ‘ “Back 
into the personal”, or our attempt to construct “feminist research” ', 
Liz Stanley and Sue Wise say that we must bring our research to our lives. 
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We do not have to wait for the revolution, if we make it take place in 
every minute of our life. For Stanley and Wise, ‘what feminists spend 
our lives doing must obviously be the subject of feminist research.’ 
The process includes researching the researcher; as women, we must 
become the focus of feminist research in order to know how we con- 
struct our realities. By examining the lives of women from within, that 
generalization ‘oppression’ will take on precise and particular meanings 
— and then we can devise strategies to overturn it, This comes close to 
Maria Mies’s notion that we have to construct our social history in 
order to know the mechanisms which oppress women. As an example 
of these theories, Stanley and Wise discuss their research on the obscene 
phone calls they received while staffing a lesbian/gay crisis line in 
Manchester. The phone calls, and the responses to these calls from 
straight women and gay men, led them to change fundamentally their 
ideas of the nature of women’s oppression and specifically lesbian 
oppression. 

What can we learn from Stanley and Wise? What is a feminist meth- 
odology according to them? (And by methodology we mean both the 
tools we use and the overall conceptualization of research.) For Stanley 
and Wise, research should not differ from what we do in everyday life: 
we should use the same approaches and procedures in each. This con- 
cept challenges all traditional notions of ‘research’ and, though it might 
appear simple, it is in fact very hard to admit so much of life to re- 
search! Our strategies for survival in a sexist world are our method; we 
use this ‘documentary method,’ these interpretations of what is happen- 
ing in our lives, whether we are trying to survive in academe, or shop- 
ping, or working in the corporate world, or living collectively with 
other feminists. In conducting research, then, we must start with the 
experiences of the researcher as a person in context. Wise and Stanley 
ask a great deal of the feminist researcher. How many researchers are 
willing to expose ourselves, to make ourselves vulnerable, in the ways 
that Stanley and Wise ask us to do and in fact carry out in their own 
research? 


Marcia Westkott's essay, ‘Women’s Studies as a strategy for change: 
between criticism and vision,’ brings us back to earth, to the Women’s 
Studies classroom and to the radical purpose which informs our work. 
Westkott reminds us that Women’s Studies is not a mere academic 
exercise but an educational strategy to induce change in a sexist world. 
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This goal means that we ‘do more than describe or distill that world, We 
simultaneously understand and oppose it.’ Westkott points out that 
coming to knowledge and making judgments are not separate proces- 
ses; rather ‘judgment is implicit in seeing and seeing is implicit in 
judging.’ Here is an echo of the train of thought of Dale Spender, Liz 
Stanley and Sue Wise, who say that all knowledge is constructed 
through the interaction of self and world. For Westkott, the women's 
studies teacher/scholar rejects the male-defined intellectual tradition 
which pretends to separate seeing from judging ‘not simply because 
it bores us intellectually, but also because it violates the vehemence 
with which we oppose the sexist world that devalues us’ (p. 124). 

‘Women’s Studies as a strategy for change: between criticism and 
vision’ reminds us of the relationship between our scholarship and 
our teaching. The goals for feminist scholarship in this volume have 
their analogue in feminist teaching. The centrality of researchers, as 
well as the researched, receives its translation in the classroom as a 
valuing of the views of both teacher and student. In both the class- 
room and the research situation, we are trying to work against the 
domination of a few over ‘others,’ working to develop patterns of 
collaboration and cooperation. In both teaching and research, we 
must scrutinize who we are and for whose benefit we create knowl- 
edge. We must make sure that a diversity of women, a variety of experi- 
ences enter our work. Yet both of the processes in which we are 
engaged, research and teaching, show us how much we have yet to do 
to free ourselves from old patterns of thinking. 

Finally, Mary Evans, one of the founders of the first MA Course tn 
Women’s Studies in Britain, ends this volume by reminding us of the 
importance of theory for the liberation of women. ‘In praise of theory: 
the case for Women’s Studies’ responds to the claims of some move- 
ment feminists that Women’s Studies is a sell-out and that theorizing 
is a masculine and elitist activity. Mary Evans gives us a sense of the 
complex position of feminists within the university as she asserts the 
usefulness of many different kinds of theory for women. 

Her work draws us to two conclusions. First, it is quite clear that 
movement feminists and Women’s Studies practitioners are still vividly 
engaged with each other, still committed to entering into these debates, 
no matter how dangerous and contentious they seem. As we have 
said before, we think that these connections are crucial to the dynamics 
— and the future — of Women’s Studies in and outside the university. 
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Second, Mary Evans joins us in our concern that we must think clearly 
about the implications of any choices we make. In the case of the 
autonomy/integration debate — to return to the beginning of this 
introduction — material realities do shape our decisions. But we must 
insist on our right to have our own space and uninhibited time to 
work towards an understanding of women’s past and present in order 
to envisage our future. Such an understanding is crucial for our prac- 
tical choices: we need autonomous Women’s Studies to create Theories 
for Women to create Actions for Women. 


Berkeley and London, August 1982 


Notes 


1 Elaine Reuben voiced her concern about the future of Women’s Studies 
in a talk given at the First Summer Institute in Women’s Studies at Ann 
Arbor, 23 July 1981. 

2 Three of the papers were presented at the first conference of the National 
Women’s Studies Association in Lawrence, Kansas in 1977. Gloria Bowles 
and Sandra Coyner participated in the session, ‘Is Women’s Studies an 
Academic Discipline?’ and Bari Watkins spoke at a session on ‘Women’s 
Studies: Issues of Renewal, Rejection or Creativity in Method, Language 
and Content,’ The first version of this introduction was presented by the 
editors at the 1982 National Women's Studies Association meetings in 
Arcata, California. 

3 The tide of this volume is derived from the ‘Theories of Women’s Studies’ 
seminar initiated by Gloria Bowles in 1978 and taught since then in the 
Women’s Studies Program at the University of California, Berkeley. A 
syllabus for the course can be obtained from Women’s Studies, 301 Camp- 
bell Hall, UC Berkeley, Berkeley CA 94720, 

See Spender (1981), 

5 Recendy, Women’s Studies became ‘legit’ enough to make the New York 
Times (see Bennetts, 1980). Other major American newspapers heralded 
the new Women’s Studies majors at prestigious Yale and Stanford as 
though they were the first in the country. Regretfully, this new legitimacy 
has led to a kind of bandwagon effect; some people who have never done 
Women’s Studies and do not have the foggiest notion what it is al] about 
are now declaring themselves Women’s Studies experts. For sure, Women’s 
Studies does not want to be elitist; any woman who wishes to challenge all 
her old ideas and to try hard to Jearn to work with other women is wel- 
come to join our programs. But one does not learn it all overnight, 

6 In 1934, Mary Ritter Beard, most famous for her account of Women as 
Force tn History (1946) in which she makes a case for women’s strengths 
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and influences throughout history, wrote a 56-page syllabus for a Women's 

~ Studies course called ‘A Changing Political Economy as it Affects Women’ 
on behalf of the American Association of University Women. Discovering 
it, one cannot be but incredibly astonished, impressed and somewhat 
embarrassed, if one thought (as we did) that given all the other recurrences 
in the various waves of feminism at least Women’s Studies was a unique 
and original development of our age. Another wrong assumption about 
originality: Women’s Studies obviously is not original and of course before 
Ritter Beard, there were many others (see Spender, 1982). As Ann J. Lane 
describes it (1977) Mary Ritter Beard’s syllabus is divided into four main 
areas: the history of the idea of sex equality and the actual status of 
women in the United States; the impact of international forces on the 
position of women; the role of nationalism in theory and practice, and the 
‘feminine determination of feminine destiny’ which, as Lane states ‘today 
would be called woman’s autonomy’ (p. 203). Lane goes on to say ‘I have 
found no indication that the syllabus was ever used.’ This at least is a 
difference to the present as we do use our syllabi! 

7 Perhaps it might do us a lot of good to re-read Adrienne Rich’s piece 
‘Toward a Woman-Centered University’ (1973-4) and to remind ourselves 
of her passionate case for autonomous Women's Studies inside and outside 
formal education. 

8 Responding to our discussion in the ‘Theories of Women’s Studies’ seminar, 
Nina Nordgren, a graduate student from Finland, wrote a paper, ‘On 
Feminist Fear of Science and Theory.’ In it she asked, 


But why should we let ourselves be afraid of theory? What we should 
be afraid of is the non-critical and blind acceptance of . . , theory. 
What we should be afraid of is accepting old myths as truths — and 
one of these old myths is surely that theory itself is the ultimate 


truth. 
She further hypothesized that ‘the feminist aversion . . . to theorizing can 
perhaps be traced to an uncertainty of the reliability and validity of our 
work,’ 


9 In the original publication, Renate Duelli Klein’s paper concluded Theories 
of Women's Studies I and provided a starting point for the papers in 
volume II. 
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2 
Theorising about theorising 


Dale Spender 


Theories and perspectives do not fall from the air, ready-made, and 
what I am trying to do here is to reconstruct how it is | come to ‘know’, 
and to ‘theorise’ in the way that I do. There is, however, a danger in 
telling a tale in retrospect, and it is the danger that everything appears 
ordered, purposeful, meaningful. Yet my understandings neither 
‘arrived’ nor were forged in a chronological fashion: nor does what I 
know and use comprise more than a fraction of what l have been 
exposed to and have wilfully selected. What does not ‘make sense’ to 
me passes by as non-data, what does not fit the fundamental assump- 
tions and the framework with which I begin often goes unnoticed, or 
else refuted. If now, for the sake of convenience — and comprehension 
— I reconstruct some of the influences and insights of the past in a 
linear and ordered fashion, it is not because that is the way they were 
expenenced but because in retrospect I can impose and project mean- 
ing, | can create order out of the chaos of everyday experience of the 
past. The meaning is mine and I am still in the process of constructing 
it. This constitutes an evaluatory stop along the way and is by no means 
a destination, 


There have been two factors, I think, in structuring the framework in 
which I work; one is, of course, the women’s liberation movement, 
and the other is being socialised in one country and then living as a 
member of another. Both have enormous elements of challenging 
what was previously taken for granted, both have exposed ways in 
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which I feel I have been ‘conned’ by social constructs and have accepted 
as inevitable and preordained elements which are within man’s (sic) 
control, Both have made me vigilantly suspicious of everything I know 
and have provided me with the only security and meaning that I can 
tolerate ... that everything I know ts open to challenge, that there 
are no absolutes, that meaning is socially constructed and that human 
beings seem to have an enormous propensity for imposing order (and 
meaning) on chaos, This does not apply to everything else BUT femin- 
ism; I include feminism in it as well and I can distinctly remember one 
of the hardest lessons that 1 ever set myself was to ‘prove’ that femin- 
ism is as arbitrary as everything else I] know, 

If, however, we are going to construct meaning, I am committed 
to the idea of constructing meanings that do not require enormous 
energy (and denial) to sustain. If meaning is arbitrary in the sense | 
am suggesting that it is, then I will put my energies into constructing 
meanings that help to explain things that were inexplicable under 
patnarchal rules, and that help to show me, and women, in a positive 
rather than negative light ... which has been the case while males 
have been in charge of constructing meaning. 

Accepting the arbitrary nature of feminism (along with the arbit- 
rary nature of everything else) has necessitated a reconceptualisation 
of right and wrong. If everything I know is ‘wrong’, that is, if there 
are no absolutes, no truths, only transitory meanings imposed by 
human beings in the attempt to make sense of the world, then ‘wrong’ 
becomes a meaningless category. Instead of being frightened that 
something I am arguing for as truth, as right, as logic, may in fact be 
wrong, | am starting from the other end and arguing that I know it is 
temporary and inadequate. I am then searching for the ‘errors’, the 
‘flaws’ that will help me to refine. ‘Mistakes’ get revalued and become 
something to seek, to take on, not something to be dreaded and denied. 
Unlike many academics, | have a vested interest in finding the limita- 
tions of my thesis, not in having it perpetuated, 

I do not subscribe to a static theory of society or knowledge; | 
believe everything to be in a state of constant flux and that any theory 
or conceptualisation is drilling a sample at an arbitrary point — try 
again tomorrow, or in another place and you will get a different result. 

This has meant that I can tolerate ambiguity and contradiction, I 
find it ‘logical’ to accept that women have different life experiences 
and that this gives rise to different interpretations and that all are 
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equally valid for those experiences, Trying to reduce the diversity of 
human experience and the creativity of human meaning to one solitary 
sediment seems to me not only wasteful and time consuming, but 
unnecessarily stupid and denotes enormous insecurity in being unable 
to accept any meanings other than one’s own. 

Why are people frightened to change what they believe? Are we so 
committed to meaning that having created one, we dare not let it go? 
Over and over again from psychology and anthropology I was con- 
fronted with the evidence that human beings had this enormous power 
to ‘create’ the world we live in but having performed our ‘creation’ we 
are loath to modify it in any way: infinite possibilities coupled with 
rigidity. 

I can remember walking along Chelsea Embankment quite dis- 
oriented trying to come to terms with the idea that everything I knew I 
had ‘made up’ and so had everybody else; | even asked myself what was 
the point, if everything was MEANINGLESS, why continue? And then 
I realised that someone had had to make up the idea that meaning was 
necessary ... who had said that we had to have meaningful lives? 

I expect chaos, not order, absurdity, not meaning, and in a sense 
that is security and protection, for | am more often right than wrong in 
terms of what I encounter, 

But feminism? Where does it fit in? 

Looking at girls in the classroom through the lens of being judged 
wrong, NO MATTER WHAT THEY DO. Looking at language and 
knowing that women’s language is wrong, NO MATTER WHAT THEY 
SAY. Coming to understand that sex is the fundamental category of 
meaning in our society, the basic axis on which we build sense; polar- 
ised — right and wrong, subjective and objective, logic and emotion, 
trying to evolve an acceptable framework for women’s wrongness .. . 
in a society that does not care to acknowledge the existence of such an 
enuty. 

It was a fundamental shift to recognise that women are wrong, that 
they are the basic category of wrongness, of deviancy in our society 
while men decide. Discovering that men are right by virtue of their sex, 
and women are wrong, meant that it was impossible for me to go for 
being right, It seems such a limited and useless term. 

Theorising about women theorising in a patriarchal world, Re- 
discovering the women from our past. Realising that what I had thought 
was fresh and new was debated centuries ago. Seeing with fresh vision 
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the fundamental and radical claims of three centuries ago that women 
are men’s intellectual equals: deploring that the standard against which 
they are measured is male. Acknowledging that I have a long way to 
travel before I can acquire and accommodate some of their insights 
and understandings: recognising my Own conservatism in comparison: 
regretting the wasted years and the lost women, 

Re-examining the concept ‘progress’ and suspecting that if it has any 
meaning it applies only to men: questioning the linear explanations 
when women’s history reveals cycles. Watching women’s protests 
bloom and die, theorising that every fifty years (or less) it buds again, 
flowers, and assumes it is the first of its kind. Reflecting on the past 
and contemplating the future, flinching at the understanding that we 
must struggle to catch up to where our predecessors stood, appreciating 
the vulnerability of our optimism, predicting that we will be as little 
known to future generations as past generations were to us; vowing that 
this time it will be different: assessing the odds. 

rheorising about men’s theories and wondering how to move outside 
them: they occupy all the conceptual space. Noting the looks of sur- 
prise and confusion at the suggestion that their logic, their truth, their 
reasons and their theories are but one version. Testing the limits, for 
those who rule have the ruling ideas; their version has become the social 
version: posing alternatives is heresy — or madness! 

Knowing the many and varied prices we pay for living under patri- 
archy: beginning to appreciate the astonishing convenience of the con- 
cept of ‘intelligence’ in a hierarchical society -- the ultimate justifi- 
cation for stratification, the ‘inherent’ and ‘natural’ quality over which 
human beings supposedly have no control and which explains inequal- 
ity more satisfactorily, more legitimately and more sophisticatedly 
than the ‘crude’ class, ethnicity, or sex. 

Developing a theoretical framework for this when the words aren't 
there and the concepts are shadows, Being brave . . . deliberately adopt- 
ing positions that are legitimated as outrageous, Looking to women for 
validation ... huge change when it is no longer necessary to seek male 
approval and confirmation, 

Recognising that life cannot be separated from knowledge ... that 
we are knowledge, nothing out there ... who we are means what we 
know. My life, my biography inseparable from what I know ... dis- 
pensing with male approval: not an intellectual decision. Finding new 
ways of understanding not learnt through books, Finding myself 
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involved in processes and then trying to describe and explain what 
happens. 

Pushing myself to the paradoxes: perceiving who put it on its 
present plane, recognising the ends it serves, knowing I will not sub- 
scribe. Wanting to endorse theorising and wanting to insist that it is 
open to all. The contradictions. The necessity of a new frame of refer- 
ence, The reconceptualisation of theory in order to theorise. 
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Is Women’s Studies an 
academic discipline?’ 


Gloria Bowles 


Bertolt Brecht was a teacher of doubt, carried with him on his 
many forced travels a Chinese scroll representing the Doubter. He 
distinguished firmly between doubt and vacillation, and he seems 
to have thought that even doubt, or at least the expression of 
doubt, was politically undesirable at times, But his writings are 
unequivocal on this score. 

Disbelief can move mountains, he wrote. ‘What has not been 
altered for a long time seems unalterable’, but ‘a long time is not 
forever’; only doubt can make us see the possibility of alteration 
(Wood, 1980), p. 13). 


1 The inner contradiction: Women’s Studies in the university 


Out of the initial ‘fad’ stage, Women’s Studies is now compelled to 
prove that what we are about is serious academic work. We are in a 
position that is almost impossible, “On the one hand, our_ continued 
presence in the university shows that we still believe in the value of that 
social institution. On the other hand, as feminists trying “to create that 
new thing, ‘Women's Studies,’ we are opposed to the university as it 
presently exists. We are critics of the very institution of which we are 
a part. Like Brecht, we doubt. 

All of us involved in Women’s Studies have feminist friends who 
have given up on the institution, These are the people working to build 
the feminist community — the bookstore owners, the carpenters, the 
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poets and painters. My friends in the Bay Area women’s community 
think I am crazy to pursue feminism within the academy? And at 
times I envy the world they have created to pursue feminist thought 
and action. It is not easy for Women’s Studies scholars to be critics 
of the academy, to express doubt, since most of us are in highly vulner- 
able positions within it. Nevertheless, we have a basic belief in the 
potential power of the university, in the value of education for enrich- 
ing individual lives and for improving society, As it exists now, society’s 
institution, the university, lives outside society; since it has chosen not 
to study women and ethnic minorities, who are so obviously a part of 
the real world, the university has built an unreal world. 


2 The origins of the academic disciplines | 

em, QS LO---4 
When called upon to prove that what we are doing is proper to the 
university, university-like, these terms are invoked: “Well, is Women’s 
“Studies an academic discipline?’ ‘The attempt to answer this challenge 
has sent us down many a briared path, In the pages which follow, I 
want to outline some of the implications of this question. 

First, Women’s Studies scholars are proud to be engaged in research 
and teaching grounded in a social movement. Instead of apologizing 
for these political ongins, we need only point to the early history of 
the social sciences. In a model of incisive scholarship, Dorothy Ross 
shows that the founders of social science were independent scholars 
and reformers as well as university people. The American Social Science 
Association (ASSA) ‘had been founded in 1865 to extend social knowl- 
edge and provide a more authoritative basis for dealing with con- 
temporary social problems’ (Ross, 1979, p. 109). Universities were at 
first wary of these new social sciences; President Gilman of Johns 
Hopkins, for example, thought ‘the desire of the ASSA not only to 
study but to advocate reforms made it incompatible with university 
education’ (Ibid., p. 110). Like Women’s Studies, the social sciences 
came into being in part as a response to great social movements and the 
need to understand those movements, 

There is yet another lesson to be learned from the history of the 
social sciences. The founders of the ASSA were eventually replaced by 
those who began to develop the empirical methods which the new 
disciplines would use to study society. ‘The ASSA was finally over- 
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whelmed by the very wave of social change to which its founders had 
set out to accommodate themselves and society,’ Thomas Haskell 
tells us (1977, p. vii). Then, as now, it was often a case of the out- 
siders (the immigrant scholars and those of the working class) chal- 
lenging the insiders (the patrician professors). Ross calls this second 
group of social science scholars ‘militants’ and by that she means 
those who were devoted to ‘their conception of modern science as a 
product of empirical investigation’ (1979, p. 113). These ‘younger 
militants had perceived a serious disjunction between the theories of 
their elders and the nature of reality as disclosed by their own empiri- 
cal observations’ (Ibid., p. 114). At the same time, they wanted ‘to 
use their knowledge more directly in the solution of social problems 
than their social science precursers in the university’ (Ibid.). ‘The 
militants turned ... to professionalization .,. the means by which 
they could force entry for their new programs’ into the American 
university (Ibid., p. 116). Of course they met resistance from many 
quarters. 

Certainly the late nineteenth century needed empirical observation 
to build scholarship; now a hundred years later, Women’s Studies 
scholars and those in many other fields are critical of the extremes to 
which data gathering has gone. From a desire to develop a scholarship 
which would be linked with social progress to the founding of empiri- 
cism to the present-day critiques of that very empiricism — these are 
great shifts in the development of knowledge, great waves of revolution 
and reaction, Language study has known similar shifts; the Modern 
Language Association, for example, was originally founded to make 
the study of modern languages as legitimate as the study of the classics. 
Ours is a knowledge revolution of no smaller proportions than these, 
a revolution of content and method which we must see in historical 
context. 

It is crucial for us to distinguish between the original versions of 
the academy, its development in the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
century and its present state. The basic belief of Women’s Studies 
scholars in the value of education and our stance as critics of the 
university indicate we feel that somewhere along the way the academy 
went astray, that it deviated from founding principles. Originally, 
‘academic’ had to do with the academy or the site of learning; and 
‘discipline,’ as Florence Howe has written, ‘was not used to describe 
a particular branch of learning, but rather the exercise of one’s mental 
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faculties’ (1978, p. 2). Of course, at first only men could participate 
in this joy of learning. In 1980, to many of those outside the university 
and to critics within it, ‘academic’ means useless, as in ‘that question 
is academic,’ ‘Discipline’ used to mean good old-fashioned rigor, clear 
thinking; ‘discipline’ is now almost entirely synonymous with depart- 
ments. Certainly I was moved to study comparative literature for some 
of the old-fashioned reasons. Talking about literature is one of the best 
ways in the world to begin to think and feel deeply. The tradition of 
reading and teaching has its Western antecedents in the medieval 
university. The study of the classics required, first, a study of language 
per se and then a basic study of the text and what it meant. From the 
Middle Ages until the twentieth century (I realize I am traversing 
centuries at a rather speedy pace) there were many debates among 
intellectuals and professors and writers (an elite) about how to read 
books; I think of Goethe and Eckerman or the French literary salons. 

One gets the sense (from literary history, from the correspondence 
of these earlier periods) of dynamic discussions that were crucial in a 
very basic way to the intellectual and spiritual lives of the people 
participating in them. Public education has made it possible for more 
people to engage in these kinds of discussions and this is all to the 
good, Yet the discussions themselves, at least among academics, have 
taken on an entirely new tone in the twentieth century. 


3 Scientism and the modern disciplines 


Literary criticism as it is practiced today comes partly out of honest 
impulses — the wish to be more systematic and less impressionistic 
than, say, the nineteenth century in reading fiction and poetry and 
drama. We did need a more sophisticated literary criticism; now, like 
so much else in 1980, we are shocked to see how far it has gone. For 
modern literary criticism has been profoundly influenced by the scienti- 
fic age. Critics of literature in the twentieth century felt misunderstood, 
believed that what they were doing was just as intellectually responsible 
as the work of scientists and mathematicians. Because their work 
depended not only on ratio but also on feeling it was less valued in a 
university newly dominated by science. So literary scholars set about 
to develop a more scientific (structured, precise) criticism of literature. 
Literary criticism now speaks in such esoteric ways partly because of 
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these influences and because of the systems we have built up around it. 
Undergraduates, graduate students and professors must be sustained; 
the publication imperative has taken on a life all its own. This is the 
new business of literary criticism, very far indeed from the old ideas 
of the value of the text for stimulating and touching our lives. 

Emerging social science has been under the same kinds of pressure 
as literature. University departments were formed after Science took 
over the liberal arts curriculum. Modern social science has tned to 
out-science science, so to speak, It has attempted to provide proofs, 
to be ‘objective.’ ? Feminist academics have been attacking the God 
Objectivity ever since we entered the fray, but He is still very much 
with us, and will be for some time. Social science, inspired by a view 
of natural science as objective and value-free, has tried to build air- 
tight provable theories about human behavior. Humanists and the 
new feminist social scientists think people are too complicated and 
interesting to be divided into manageable categories. As a colleague 
of mine says, this kind of scholarship is proving the obvious, focusing 
on what is clear rather than upon what is not clear and important. 
This preoccupation with proving the obvious has far-ranging impli- 
cations; in studying what is, bad social science also promotes what is, 
substantiates the status quo. 


4 An enlarged critique of the academy: the doubters 


Of course, there are brilliant exceptions in all fields — research that is 
original, pathbreaking. And, of course, my point is not new; it has, 
in fact, been with us since the 1960s“ But we must keep saying these 
things, expressing doubt, in order to make the academy a place that 
is alive for those of us in it and useful for those we serve, The critique 
of the academy is becoming increasingly widespread, both from with- 
out and within. One cannot pick up a major educational or intellectual 
journal without finding a piece on the crisis of the disciplines, usually 
written by a member of the academy? Attacks on literary criticism 
for straying too far from the emotional vajue of the text, its preoc- 
cupation with theorizing and sign systems, surface again and again® 
The decline of history is blamed on a tendency of scholars to write 
for each other. (‘More and more, historians are writing for each other. 
We are becoming an incestuous profession, We are turning the public 
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off history.’ The attack on traditional social science is no less furious. 
Several examples. A recent headline in the Chronicle of Higher Educa- 
tion announces that, ‘Social Scientists, Unable to Explain Some Issues, 
Turning to Humanities.’ The article goes on to report that the president 
of the Social Science Research Council says that ‘social scientists are 
feeling “a serious and widespread uneasiness” over their inability to 
explain some of the important issues they study’ (Scully, 1980, p. 1). 
Kenneth Prewitt’s annual report to the Council noted that ‘tracking 
down the source of this uneasiness is not simple, but at least some of 
it appears to be associated with the unfulfilled promises of quantifi- 
cation.’ He suggests that introducing some of the insights of the humani- 
ties into the social sciences will be a way ‘of effectively integrating 
quantification and narration into the basic methodologies of the social 
sciences’ (Prewitt, 1979, pp. xx, xxi). Prewitt makes it clear that the 
social sciences are suffering a loss of public esteem and that these 
methodological problems must be resolved so that studies can have 
an effect on public policy. 

Arlie Hochschild has pointed out that sociology has never developed 
a theory of feeling and emotions® A new book by a woman scholar 
analyzes graduate education, concluding that the two major methods 
of social science investigation, statistical surveys and participant obser- 
vation, ought to be replaced by ‘experiential analysis,’ which takes into 
account the experiences of both researcher and researched (Reinharz, 
1979). Lillian Rubin sounds a similar theme in the introduction to 
Worlds of Pain, where she writes she is ‘aware that both the methods 
of this study and the style of presentation are vulnerable to criticism 
from colleagues in the social sciences’ (1976, p. 13). By method she 
means the small size of her sample which was not randomly chosen 
and her bias (she is from the working class and hers is a study of that 
group). By style she means the story-like telling of her findings. 

It is no accident that many women are engaged in these evaluations; 
as outsiders within the academy, it is clear to us that there are great 
gaps in knowledge ahout women and inadequate methodological tools 
to study what we do know. The feminist scholars cited here want to 
build a social science which does not set apart researcher and researched 
and which substitutes a larger chunk of uncontrolled reality for control- 
led experiments of human behavior. 

This enlarged critique, taking place within the academy, is extremely 
healthful. It is emerging from all quarters — from women and men, 
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humanists, social scientists and natural scientists. Sometimes Women’s 
Studies students and teachers imagine we are the only critics; this idea 
makes us feel a little lonely and a little self-righteous at the same time. 
The Women’s Studies analysis does have much in common with this 
enlarged critique of the academy: to keep this in mind puts our own 
efforts into perspective. At the same time, we need to be clear about 
our differences. Women’s Studies scholars are the only critics to demand 
that the study of women become a central focus of the university 
curriculum. 


5 The potential usefulness of the disciplines 


By now it should be clear that I do not want Women’s Studies to be 
‘academic’ in the sense of ‘useless’ and a ‘discipline’ in the sense of a 
department committed to a secret sign system. | want Women’s Studies 
— and all the disciplines — to be ‘useful,’ by which I mean ‘having an 
impact upon the world.’ The universities are in trouble because they 
have cut themselves off from the rest of the world. At spring ceremonies 
for graduates in the modern languages at Berkeley, the professorial 
speaker, attempting jest, lamented that all the students had degrees 
that were useless. By that he meant those degrees could not be immedi- 
ately translated into dollars or jobs, His remarks, which sent a shudder 
through the audience, hark back to the theme that the liberal arts are 
designed to make the ‘man’ whole, to make life richer. Indeed they do 
— but, properly taught, they also give students the skils that will make 
of them successes in the work world. What could be more valuable to 
an employer than a person who can think clearly and write well? 
Snobbishness, and an inability to make explicit the relationship between 
education and the world, has produced the professor’s lament. We have 
become trapped by this vision of ourselves. If we could recapture our 
sense of the academic disciplines, we would no longer be compelled 
to parade our uselessness? 

Ultimately, when we are asked, ‘Is Women’s Studies an academic 
discipline?,’ we are being asked by the unconvinced: ‘What are you 
doing at the university?’ ] have suggested that if we know something 
about educational history and the contemporary critique of the disci- 
plines, then we can ask the same question of the questioner. As we have 
seen, the academic disciplines have been defined in many different ways 
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over time. What we must do is re-capture some of the older meanings 
in order to begin to make the university more useful in the closing 
decades of the century. Put it this way and it seems the simplest thing 
in the world: by leaving women and ethnic minorities outside of 
scholarly consideration, the academic disciplines are telling us only 
half-truths. ‘Universitas’ means the whole, the total. On every campus 
there is at least one building with ‘Veritas’ emblazoned upon it, We 
need only remind the colleague who asks, ‘Is Women’s Studies an 
academic discipline?’ that the university needs Women’s Studies to 
live up to its highest and oft-processed goal, the search for Truth.’ 
This declaration will surely meet resistance, since many an academic 
career is built upon tightly webbed systems in need of thorough revi- 
sion if the subject ‘Woman’ is brought to bear upon them. What we 
are about is a revolution in knowledge. Our revolutionary nature is 
at once our drawback (because we are threatening) and our overwhelm- 
ing advantage (because we are exploring a new frontier). 


6 A Women’s Studies approach to knowledge 
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what it RA to know. na REPLIES have a 1 different vantage 
point, a different perspective of a single problem. We commonly hear, 
‘Oh, he thinks like a political scientist,’ or ‘That guy has a sociological 
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bent.’ What do we mean when we say, ‘She is a_ Women’s Studies 
person’? Clearly, Women’s _ Studies_is concerned with that area of 
knowledge — women —_ that crosses all the disciplines. A Women’s 
Studies person has an interest" in a number _of disciplines; she does 
not conceive of knowledge _ in a _compartmentalized _ way. Enter the 
“famous term ‘nterdisciplinary’ for which many claims are made. Some- 
times that term means plopping down two strangers from different 
disciplines in a single classroom. Or a feminist critic claims such a 
method because she takes social and psychological phenomena into 
account in the analysis of a literary work. Is this interdisciplinary? 
I do not think that an inierdisciplinary person exists in 1980 for the 
very reason that the whole development of knowledge (and conse- 
quently the training of scholars) in the last forty years has been toward 


specialization. Academic reputations are made by working on a tny 
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area within the sub-field of a discipline. Perhaps one day the Renais- 
sance man will be replaced by the interdisciplinary woman, perhaps 
that woman will be one of our students, But I think for the moment 
we should distinguish, as R.L. Meeth has, between terms such as cross- 
disciplinary, viewing one discipline from the perspective of another 
(art history is an example); multidisciplinary, presenting the way a 
number of different disciplines view a single problem; interdisciplinary, 
which suggests an integration of disciplinary perspectives; and trans- 
disciplinary, beyond the disciplines, which is, perhaps, where we want 
to go (1978, p. 10). 

A few words about how it feels in 1980 to cross disciplinary barriers. 
All of us who are now teaching and wnting in Women’s Studies do have 
training in a single discipline. We know what it takes to be an ‘expert’ 
in one area and thus are afraid to cross this border into unknown 
territory. We might be caught saying something utterly wrong about a 
field not ‘our own’! This anxiety is most vivid for me as I teach the 
introduction to Women’s Studies, a survey course which draws upon a 
large number of disciplines. PhD work taught me about the layers and 
layers of meaning in a single discipline; teaching the introductory 
course, I am terrified at what feels like a superficial presentation of 
knowledge. It is a terror of not being The Expert. Erwin Chargaff 
thinks it is this very idea of the expert that has ruined scholarship. 
He distinguishes between the scholar and the specialist, the person 
writing from a broad inclusive view in order to advance knowledge 
and the reductionist writing to advance a career (Chargaff, 1980). In 
Women’s Studies, our knowledge is too new for anyone to be The 
Expert; at the same time, we have the opportunity to avoid the mop- 
ping up work following a great discovery that leaves several scholars 
looking at a tiny speck. Our aim is a boundary crossing, a move away 
from this kind of narrow disciplinary specialization. If we fear cross- 
ing boundaries, then we should probably think harder about it. In 
thinking, we may realize we are not so narrow after all. Most of us 
changed majors at least once in college; most of us have had to do some 
work in at least one other discipline in order to substantiate a disci- 
plinary perception. In my own case, the choice of comparative liter- 
ature was a way to study not a single literary culture but to find rela- 
tionships between traditions. After the PhD, I became a student again; 
much of my reading in the last four years has been in the social sciences 
and history. | have learned just how much I can learn if my reading is 
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selective, if I look to colleagues in other fields for guidance. This 
exchange of articles sometimes even results in collaborative pieces. 
It has also been extremely important for me to team teach. The success 
of team teaching depends on two temperamentally compatible people 
who do not feel the need to ‘one up’ each other and who have a com- 
pelling interest in a particular problem area. This meeting head-on, so 
to speak, of scholars from different disciplines is crucial to the idea of 
cross-disciplinarity. In such a classroom, students and faculty alike 
witness the dethroning of The Expert. The experience taught me again 
how many forms of knowledge, how many ways of looking at the 
world are accessible to us; we must work hard not to cut ourselves 
off from these multiple perceptions — or to feel too overwhelmed 
by all there is to know” 

One final point, I used to think that despite all this work in other 
fields I still had a fiercely literary bias, that is a belief that we can 
learn most about the complexity of human beings from literature. 
Now I know that a ‘humanistic’ bias is shared by many feminist social 
scientists who want to avoid reductionism, who hope for a dialogue 
between researcher and researched in order to learn more about the 
inner and outer lives of all of us. 


8 The mystique of the methodology 


This work in more than one discipline does have its dangers. I have 
indicated before that one negative way to characterize the contempor- 
ary disciplines is to speak of the ways they have created secret sign 
systems, the way they hold fast to their own methodologies. In Women’s 
Studies, we must guard against creating a Super Methodology, a com- 
bination of methods that will become even more impenetrable than 
the methodologies they are built upon. Women’s Studies scholarship, 
at its best, is an act of translation. That is, we are trying to discover | 
a common language, to move away from disciplinary jargon, to return 
to an English that we can all comprehend, In order for us to understand 
each other — for sociologists to talk with linguists and linguists with 
historians, we have to find a language that is at once sophisticated and 
simple. 

Because of the demands of the academy, Women’s Studies people 
could also become obsessed with method per se. In the best sense, 


ag 


42/ls Women’s Studies an academic discipline? 


method means the way you go about finding out what you want to 
know; it is a truism that the answer you get depends on the question 
you ask, Mary Daly, pursuing ideas of ‘overcoming methodolatry,’ 
says that (1973, pp. 11-12). ‘One of the false Gods of theologians, 
philosophers and other academics is called Method. It commonly 
happens that the choice of a problem is determined by method, instead 
of method being determined by the problem.’'? Thus, the literary 
critic becomes more interested in the ‘how’ than the ‘what’; the theory 
is more important than the artwork. I am not saying we should not be 
clear about the ‘how’ but we can learn from the mistakes of the esta- 
blished disciplines. 

In fact, Women’s Studies scholars seem to be wary of the God 
Method. A new French feminist journal, Questions feministes, spoke 
in its introductory issue (1970) about women’s complicated relation- 
ship to theories which serve as the basis for a method. Women are 
wary because theories have been used against them and because rela- 
tively few people have access to the education that will make of them 


theorists 1? 


-— Women’s Studies emerged out of a political movement and very 


practical concerns. To pose the problem first and then devise the 
method has always been our way and | would not like to see these 
origins in experience change. For me, then, the choice of the problem 
is crucial. (Of course, this assumes an ability to recognize problems.) 
For me, that means, what do we need to know in order to survive? 
(This takes us to such ‘problems’ as nuclear power and ecology.) And, 
if we do survive, what do we have to know in order to live relatively 
peacefully and happily together? (This takes us to such ‘problems’ as 
the relationships between people of different sexes and races and 
classes.) Now these are very large questions and very political ones. 
They are quite unlike most of the questions the academic disciplines 
are asking now. Yet our concepts of Women’s Studies force these 
questions upon us. These are the questions which are real to us, we 
who are both scholars and members of the women’s community. Our 
constant reassertion of this link, a vigilance, even, will help to keep 
women's studies from becoming just another academic discipline, 
removed from the daily worlds of all of us. 
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Notes 


1 This paper is a revised version of a presentation at the first meeting of the 
National Women’s Studies Association in Lawrence, Kansas, May 1979. 
lt was presented in session No. 150, ‘Is Women’s Studies an Academic 
Discipline?’ chaired by the author. 

2 Jo Freeman would agree. She thinks that feminist scholarship is incom- 
patible with acedeme. See Freeman (1979). 

3 Of course, feminist scholars are exposing the myth of objective pure 
Science, See, for example, Duelli Klein and Minden (1981). 

4 Forliterature, for example, see Kampf and Lauter (1967). 

5 Erwin Chargaff, emeritus professor of biochemistry at Columbia, wrote 
in ‘Knowledge without Wisdom’ (1980) that 


The institutionalization of all intellectual activities; a misunderstood 
and misapplied scientism; a crude reductionism exerted on what cannot 
be reduced; a galloping expertitis, degree-and-prestige-drunk; the general 
persuasion that anything new automatically deposes anything old — all 
those agents have caused scholarship nearly to vanish after having been 
in a slowly accelerating decline for the past 100 years (p. 41). 


6 For example, see Irvin Ehrenpreis’s review of Literature Against Itself by 
Gerald Graff (1979): 


Serious attention to literature tends to direct itself to an audience of 
specialist students and teachers ... . Instead of appealing to persons of 
taste, curious about reappraisals of established works or wanting inform- 
ed judgements of new ones, the critic speaks to readers with a vested 
interest in his professional discipline. It is against this background that 
one should ponder the extraordinary fascination of professors of liter- 
ature — in France, Germany, Britain, and this country — with theories 
of criticism (p. 40). 


Or Roger Shattuck in ‘How to Rescue Literature’ (1980): 


For many people literary criticism ... continues to mean the uncon- 
fined medium of personal responses, informal and formal talk, reviews, 
and scholarship in which works of art circulate and finally locate them- 
selves, For others, however, criticism has taken bold steps in the past 
thirty years. It now encompasses activities that have little relation to 
tasting or enjoying anything. [Shattuck has just compared literature 
with good wine.) Symbolic systems and quantified scienufic analysis 
have become fairly common approaches to literary works. Furthermore, 
literary criticism has virtually abandoned a set of practices that was once 
considered essential to the full appreciation of literature (p. 29). 
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7 This is the view of Richard B. Morris, a retired Columbia University history 
professor. His remarks were delivered at the San Francisco meeting of the 
Organization of American Historians. See Morris (1980). In his own career, 
Morris achieved scholarly acclaim for work in American legal history and 
then went on to ‘to bridge the two worlds’ of research and popular appeal, 
He is the author of a number of widely read books on American history. 

8 See Hochschild (1975). Arlie Hochschild’s book on this subject, The 
Managed Heart, will be published in 1983 by University of California 
Press. 

9 See Watkins (1983). 

10 Truth with a capital ‘T’ is meant ironically, of course. In a review of 
Theories of Women’s Studies, Liz Stanley understood it literally. See 
Stanley (1981). 

11 My opportunity for team teaching came in Strawberry Creek College (the 
Collegiate Seminar Program) on the Berkeley campus. A course on the split 
between the public and private in American life taught with Lois Green- 
wood, a political theorist, was parucularly sumulating. The seminar pro- 
gram was discontinued, in part because of its expense. 

12 She goes on to say that, 


Under patriarchy, Method has wiped out women’s questions so totally 
that even women have not been able to hear and formulate our own 
questions to meet our own experiences. Women have been unable even 
to experience our Own experience. 


13 Ina charged discussion in the ‘Theories of Women’s Studies’ Course (Fall, 
1979), I was surprised at the hostility or fear women students felt toward 
the term ‘theory.’ For me, theory has come to mean ‘idea,’ but for these 
young women it indicated either something they were not a part of or 
could not do. 
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Women’s Studies as an 
academic discipline: 
why and how to do It’ 


Sandra Coyner 


In this paper | will argue that Women’s Studies should abandon our 
fierce adherence to ‘interdisciplinarity’ and become more like an 
academic discipline. My reasons are only partly that doing so might be 
advantageous for our survival within universities. 1 also believe that a 
somewhat changed perspective on our work will improve its quality and 
help us achieve our own particular goals, including education for 
change. 

First, however, readers of this paper must prepare to think like 
visionaries. By this | do not mean to abandon realism more than tem- 
porarily or to neglect the real constraints that survival in academe 
imposes on us. I do mean that we should regularly think about and 
discuss what kinds of programs, scholars and work we would most like 
to have if we could have anything we want. Such long-range visions are 
necessary if we are to make good tactical decisions day by day. 

Perhaps the biggest restraints on a vision about academic disciplines 
are our own disciplinary backgrounds, the fact that virtually all of us 
have been educated within a program or department named something 
else. We are like fish swimming in disciplinary lakes, unable easily to 
perceive (much less analyze and evaluate) the transparent medium in 
which we live and work and through which we see everything. 

Moreover, conjuring up visions is not always comfortable. Those of 
us who have survived and are now more or less at rest in our inter- 
disciplinary programs may not relish the challenge to consider scrapping 
the whole system. Indeed, when I invoke a future generation of scholars 
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trained through the PhD in Women’s Studies with no extraneous 
requirements or labels, in curricula not yet laid out, and fully qualified 
to teach several of the courses now divided among other departments, 
I meet such responses as ‘but I don’t want to have to teach Women and 
the Law.’ Those of us who fit, however tenuously, where we are now 
perhaps are not the best midwives for change. But we need to think 
beyond what might be good for you or me as individuals, or for the 
teaching schedules and training we now have, or for the research we 
have already begun, or for the programs presently supported or toler- 
ated by our own institutions, Consider what is best for Women’s 
Studies, and what best serves our understanding of women's experi- 
ence. 


1 What is a discipline? Are we ruled out? 


Before discussing why we might want to be an academic discipline, we 
must deal with various pre-emptive arguments which claim that we can- 
not even qualify as a discipline. These include arguments about the 
‘structure of knowledge,’ claims that we lack unique methodologies 
or concepts, fusses about ‘objectivity,’ and insistence that the structures 
now established cannot be changed. In this regard it is important to 
consider the existing disciplines and what has been written about them, 
and to distinguish between the ideals and values professed within 
academe and what disciplines actually do and have done. I have been 
amazed, in discussing both the ideas in this paper and the matter of 
‘curriculum reform’ at my own university, how easy it ts to misunder- 
stand and oversimplify what goes on in disciplines remote from our 
own background. From the outside, they seem more uniform, more 
structured, more methodical, more ‘disciplined’ than areas closer at 
hand. My brief study of the disciplines, in contrast, has been very 
encouraging because they don’t live up to their ideals of pure disci- 
plinarity any more than we do. We create a ‘legitimacy gap’ between 
Women’s Studies and the traditional disciplines, to our own disad- 
vantage, by comparing our practice to their ideals. At the same time, 
we are also too hard on the traditional disciplines, As much as we may 
criticize their practice, that practice alone does not condemn the. 
underlying goals and values, some of which we may want for our- 
selves. 
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What is an academic discipline anyway? A discipline is not the same 
thing as a department, although on most campuses departments are 
assumed to represent disciplines, or at worst a combination of closely 
related disciplines if the number of faculty is too small for efficient 
administration, But a department is an administrative unit, whereas a 
discipline supposedly has something to do with ideas and types of 
knowledge. 

Arguments about the nature of disciplines involve complex theories 
about the structure of knowledge, some of which seem spurious to me 
and some of which point us in directions I think we should follow. At 
the most basic level, a discipline is more than a subject, a way of divid- 
ing up the things that people might want to know about. Many topics 
are treated by more than one discipline; for example, women’s employ- 
ment may be analyzed by economists, sociologists, psychologists, 
historians, and experts in management. Nor do disciplines consist of 
knowledge gained through different methodologies. Most methodologies 
in social science and the humanities — statistical techniques, content 
analysis, case studies, archival research, textual criticism — are shared 
by many disciplines. There is no discipline built around multiple 
regression, for example, or around the use of questionnaires. Most 
people who have seriously asked the question describe disciplines as 
different systems of thought, including concepts, theories, methods 
and other elements. 

Some philosophers, looking at the various traditional disciplines as 
systems of thought, have claimed that they represent distinctive ways 
of structuring knowledge, with distinctive concepts, systems of logic 
and techniques. Their conservative conclusion from their analysis 
was that education should be based on these several traditional disci- 
plines (Hirst, 1965, pp. 113-38; Hirst, 1966, pp. 129-56; Schwab, 1965; 
Phenix, 1962, pp. 273-80). 

First of all, traditional disciplines are not single, unified structures. 
Psychology, for example, embraces not only experimental and clinical 
approaches, but also Freudians and behaviorists. Economics includes 
Marxists, supply-siders, and several orientations in between. These 
different trends within the disciplines are not complementary; they 
do not ‘add up’ to form a consistent or somehow more complete 
picture, They compete with each other as alternate explanations of the 
same phenomena; they too are ‘distinctive’ systems of knowledge. Are 
these differences within disciplines any less than the differences between 


Women’s Studies as an academic discipline/49 


them? The same thing is true of allegedly distinctive concepts, Of 
course the concepts of one discipline differ from the concepts of 
any other. But all concepts are ‘distinctive,’ and any discipline contains 
many different, distinctive concepts and methods. The disciplines 
certainly differ; but why should the boundaries between disciplines 
seem to be the most important divisions of knowledge? From within 
any one discipline, when one has been trained thoroughly in some 
approaches to the neglect of those taught in other disciplines, the 
concepts one has learned are linked by familiarity and the other disci- 
plines necessarily seem remote. But this is an artifact of familiarity, not 
an essential characteristic of the structure of knowledge. And it is a 
simple historical accident that some groupings of subjects are called 
disciplines while others are not. 

Arguments about ‘objectivity’ may be quite naive or fairly sophis- 
ticated. It should be obvious to us all by now that the traditional 
disciplines are not ‘objective’ or apolitical, whatever some practitioners 
may claim. Some disciplines are or have been notably reformist, and 
some notably anti-reformist, but disciplines are never simply neutral. 
Every aspect of research, from selecting the questions to interpreting 
the results, is fraught with judgments that either rest on values or are 
narrowed by selective perception. Perhaps we can begin to take for 
granted that some form of non-neutrality is standard in academe and 
we are entitled to our own commitment to sex equality and women’s 
perspectives, The rhetoric of objectivity came into academe in the 
nineteenth century, along with academic freedom and autonomy, in 
a process called ‘professionalization’ by some sociologists and historians 
and described for various other occupations, such as medicine and law. 
Professionalization promoted so-called objectivity, among other things, 
by limiting scholarship to experts who had survived extensive training 
in theory, methods, professional ethics, and the work already com- 
pleted by others. Graduate training and the professional associations 
still active today were established; and their claim was accepted that 
only properly certified experts could set standards for their field and 
evaluate the credentials and achievements of others in that field. One 
restrictive result has been the exclusion of amateurs and the devaluation 
of work produced by amateurs outside the academy. But recent his- 
tories show that even the concepts of professionalization and academic 
freedom, part of the rhetoric of objectivity, have often been used in 
support of particular viewpoints, Mary Furner (1975), in particular, 
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has convincingly described the professionalization of economics and a 
series of academic freedom cases during the founding years of the 
American Economic Association as primarily the triumph of conserva- 
tive views over more liberal ones? 

Professionalization created the disciplines we know today, even if 
their objectivity is flawed and not a sufficient basis for excluding 
Women’s Studies, with our commitment to improving the status of 
women, from their ranks. One more model of what an academic disci- 
pline is and does, however, must be considered: the sophisticated and 
widely known theory developed by Thomas Kuhn in The Structure of 
Scientific Revolutions, first published in 1962. 

Kuhn’s model has been discussed by someone in virtually every 
branch of learning, and his concepts are sufficiently plastic that every- 
one can find ‘paradigms’ guiding work in their field, whether that work 
is scholarly, creative, or activist? Although Kuhn meant his model to 
apply only to ‘science’ (and certain crafts), 1 will follow the trend and 
extend its application to academic disciplines in general, to see how far 
the explanation goes. 

Kuhn’s description of what he calls ‘normal science’ is important 
here. Normal science is a relatively efficient teamwork among individual 
scientists working on separate projects which are nevertheless related to 
each other by a ‘paradigm.’ Although Kuhn’s usage of the term ‘para- 
digm’ has been criticized and found to be both variable and vague? his 
Postscript written in 1969 (1970) illuminates the special meaning he 
has assigned to the term. He does not mean simply abstracted rules, 
theories, and models; he also means ‘exemplars’ — outstanding pieces of 
work or ‘concrete problem-solutions that students encounter from the 
start of their scientific education.* Paradigms are thus more than stated 
rules; they are achievements which explain many of the data important 
to the discipline by demonstrating solutions to problems. The paradigm 
points to new puzzles for the team of scientists to work out; it organ- 
izes scientific activity because it ranks data, problems, experiments, and 
techniques. Although identifying paradigms has become every discipline- 
watcher’s favourite sport, Kuhn also notes that one should not attempt 
to isolate disciplines by first seeking paradigms. The paradigm is defined 
as what a scientific community shares. The scientific community can be 
identified through its behavior and group activities — and will generally 
be found to have gone to graduate school together, attend the same 
conventions, and read the same journals. 
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Kuhn's model of a discipline, because it is based on what scientists 
do rather than some idealized or categorical ‘structure of knowledge,’ is 
more flexible. It admits the possibility of change over time. And there 
has, of course, been a great deal of change in the disciplines over time, 
from the medieval trivium and quadrivium to the present day. Subjects 
and methods can shift dramatically. Geography in the nineteenth cen- 
tury was generally considered a natural science, and now it is a social 
science — as geographers shifted interest from physical features to 
human ecology. History has been moving steadily out of the humani- 
ties and into the social sciences, with less emphasis on ‘great men’ 
and more emphasis on statistics, The changes in focus, in subjects 
studied, in methods of study, in relationships with other disciplines, 
should make clear to any observer that we are not dealing with fixed 
categories® 

Kuhn also has a model to explain change, which he names a ‘revolu- 
tion,’ | will discuss this part of his theory in more detail later in this 
paper, when | describe what Women’s Studies might do to become an 
academic discipline. At this point let me say that Kuhn’s great contri- 
bution in The Structure of Scientific Revolutions was to wound mortally 
the standard received model of science as openminded, objective prac- 
tice which evolves gradually as it strives diligently to make theory fit 
well with data. Scientific revolutions are difficult passages in which 
‘solutions’ are lost as well as gained; in which decisions about allegiance 
to theory may be based as much on political and personal reasoning 
as on data and research findings; and which may easily create new 
sciences or ‘disciplines’ as revolutions split communities. 

By Kuhn's definitions, Women’s Studies is clearly not an academic 
discipline, at least not yet. We are in a ‘pre-paradigm’ stage, character- 
ized by competition among many paradigm-candidates which must 
each define terms and start explanations from the most basic premises, 
since we have so little ‘core’ common among Women’s Studies people 
across the boundaries of traditional disciplines. But Kuhn’s model, 
based on the behavior of professional communities rather than a fixed 
‘structure of knowledge,’ allows for the possibility that we could 
become an academic discipline if we were to behave like one. Before 
continuing with the speculations, however, I want to turn to the 
nature of ‘interdisciplinarity’ and our present practice, along with a 
consideration of whether it would be desirable for us to become a 
discipline at all. 
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2 Interdisciplinarity and its disadvantages 


Most Women’s Studies programs are interdisciplinary in structure, not 
autonomous departments, because they coordinate courses and faculty 
taken from various traditional departments. These faculty and courses 
remain affiliated in some way with both units, The departments retain 
at least some of the budgetary power, scheduling authority, and power 
to hire, fire and promote. The negative consequences for Women’s 
Studies in terms of program administration alone are severe and well 
known. We often have trouble getting our courses taught regularly; we 
may lose the courses if we lose the faculty member, who may not be 
replaced; or the department may just have other priorities. We have 
trouble hiring, rewarding, and even keeping our Women’s Studies 
faculty. Women’s Studies service — committee work or advising or 
working for national or regional Women’s Studies associations — is 
very often overload. Our research sometimes lacks support, and more 
often is undervalued, sometimes not even ‘counted’ for tenure or 
promotion, These administrative problems inhere in the very nature of 
interdisciplinary programs, and we have generally tolerated them either 
because ‘programs’ have been the best we could get or because we 
thought such an arrangement might be advantageous for our particular 
teaching and research. In this paper, however, | have asked us all to 
conjure visions; and I am therefore most concerned with whether 
interdisciplinary structure is fundamentally advantageous for our 
work, 

‘Interdisciplinary’ means different things to different people. As 
in the arguments about academic disciplines, interdisciplinary admini- 
strative structures are justified by ideas about the kind of teaching, 
research, program objectives, or knowledge that are served best by 
such a structure. The interdisciplinary model is not one we invented 
for ourselves and our particular needs; it was already in existence when 
we came along, and by adoptng it we have also taken on some baggage 
that goes with it. 

For a start, work that simultaneously addresses aspects of women's 
lives which are generally treated separately by the disciplines does not 
thereby become ‘interdisciplinary.’ | thus disagree with Barbara Smith 
(1978), for example, who claimed that black women’s literature is 
interdisciplinary precisely because ‘you find accessible black women’s 
culture, music, politics, history, sociology — always in the work of 
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black women writers themselves’ (p. 12)? Nor do we achieve inter- 
disciplinarity when scholars trained in one field find it valuable to 
learn something from another to do their work well. Both of these 
phenomena are part of the normal work within traditional disciplines. 

‘Interdisciplinary’ implies a collaboration between individuals | 
trained in different disciplines. As such, the concept certainly empha-/ 
sizes sharing and cooperation and a final product that is better than| 
either could produce alone. But ‘interdisciplinary,’ like ‘androgyny,’ 
implies that the parts which have collaborated retain their distinct 
identities. The scholars remain ‘in’ their original disciplines and event- 
ually may return to them. 

The literature about interdisciplinary work, especially in the social 
sciences, emphasizes a particular kind of cooperation and a particular 
rationale for it. There is something of a consensus that interdisciplinary 
equals ‘applied’ and ‘problem-centered.’ Interdisciplinary work is organ- 
ized around a particular social or political problem which recommends 
itself for some special or political reason. All available and appropriate 
theories and methods are applied to the problem from whatever direc- 
tion until it is resolved® The distinction between this sort of inter- 
disciplinary work and the disciplines can be clarified by reference to 
Kuhn’s model. In interdisciplinary collaboration, the problem, the 
need, the reason to address certain questions, comes from outside the 
scientific community - it comes from society, or perhaps from a 
funding source with money to spend. In a traditional academic disci- 
pline, on the other hand, research questions come from within the 
existing paradigms, theory and methods, which point to questions 
worth asking and simultaneously define ways to attack them. 

The attractiveness of the interdisciplinary model for Women’s 
Studies is obvious. We want to organize around the problem of sexism 
for the purpose of changing the status of women, we want to end the 
dominion of patriarchy. Letting the problem define the questions 
seems superior to letting the disciplines do the defining since the disci- 
plines have clearly failed; but I contend that this is still not good 
enough. 

There are two objections, First, this ‘problem-centered’ mode! does 
not give the autonomy it promises. The members of the interdisciplinary 
team do not have the power to say when the problem has been ‘resol- 
ved’ or when more work is necessary. They are dependent on forces 
and whims coming from outside their own community — funding 
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agencies or ‘society’ or (for teaching programs) student demand. Link- 
ing Women’s Studies to the ‘problem’ of sexism would allow us to fade 
into nonsignificance before we have achieved change, because our 
: support would depend on others’ perceptions of the importance of the 
. problem, and thereby be subjected continually to the sexism and racism 
_of others outside our community. Marcia Westkott (1979) has given a 
particularly sharp description of the process, referring to academic 
interest in the poor, especially blacks, during the 1960s. The vast out- 
pouring of research studies did little to change the ghetto, but ‘research 
on the black ghetto is now passé, although black ghettos continue to 
exist, and research on women is now au courant’ (p. 427). We see other 
interdisciplinary programs fading out, especially international area 
studies and perhaps Black Studies, because money or ‘interest’ or both 
have faded; while new ones such as gerontology ride in on the strength 
of government grants and jobs for graduates. Since we have adopted 
the model, colleagues ask us too, what will we do when Women’s 
Studies is no longer a ‘fad’? 

Even more important, the ‘problem’ approach underestimates the 
importance of Women’s Studies. Women’s Studies is not just a collabor- 
ation, It is — or can be, if we explain it nght — a completely new way 
of viewing humanity. Interdisciplinary programs do not normally ask 
the parent disciplines to be revolutionized by their new insights and 
restructuring of theory and method. Interdisciplinary programs and 
projects do not normally contribute theory and method; they apply 
theory and method, to solve ‘problems.’ We may have stumbled on 
our treasure unaware. We started with concern about sexism. But what 
we have discovered in women’s culture, and what we suspect about the 
way we will see knowledge itself when we look through our women's 
eyes, is certainly far bigger than what we expected and far more drama- 
tic. Let us now consider how the model of ‘interdisciplinarity’ has 
affected our work so far, especially our research. 


Perhaps it is necessary to begin with a defense of the research orien- 
tation in Women’s Studies, | suspect that we have attracted to our 
ranks many faculty who are more interested in teaching than in re- 
search, and who may have little sympathy for scholarship, being con- 
tent with any structure that permits us to teach at all. Indeed, many of 
the most widely accepted goals of Women’s Studies, especially among 
people outside or peripheral to Women’s Studies, concern teaching. 
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These range from the rather conservative goal of ‘balancing’ the cur- | 
riculum by providing a place for feminine and/or feminist perspec- | 
tives,’ to the bigger goal of educating for social change. Nevertheless, | 
an emphasis on research is easily justified, since we need content for | 
our courses and we need accurate knowledge and theory to be effective 
at social change, I believe that research in Women’s Studies is also | 
valuable for its own sake and not subordinated to other goals. We need ` 
to support so-called ‘basic research’ whose ultimate application is | 
unclear or even problematic, for the value alone of knowing more about | 
women, And we need to control that research, not be controlled by the 
traditional disciplines for those who define ‘problems.’ 

At present, we seem to do most of our research within disciplines, 
Although our interdisciplinary journals have no shortage of good 
material, much Women’s Studies research has been published in disci- 
plinary journals. Research conferences are frequently divided on disci- 
plinary lines: the Berkshire Conference meetings on women’s history, 
the Association for Women in Psychology conferences on feminist 
psychology, and various conferences on topics within such areas as 
literature. Some of the journals publishing research about women have 
a focus defined by a discipline, such as the Psychology of Women 
Quarterly, Women and Literature, andSex Roles: A Journal of Research. 
Although we easily jusufy undergraduate concentrations in Women’s 
Studies, research training at the graduate level must still be done 
within some other program, whether a traditional discipline or some 
other non-traditional program. 

There are many reasons that our research retains such strong ties 
with the disciplines. Research-oriented faculty were already established 
within the disciplines, or were able to win establishment within them, 
and followed existing models to establish journals and conferences, | 
suspect, also, that the importance of research and publication in win- 
ning tenure and promotion from the departments that retain personnel 
power has also influenced many Women’s Studies scholars to publish 
in ways that can win departmental recognition. The influence of the 
interdisciplinary structure, which leaves so much power in the hands of 
departments, is clear, 

But the consequences for the nature and quality of our research are 
also important, One consequence is the emphasis we repeatedly place 
on how the disciplines should be changing because of the new scholar- 
ship about women. We want the disciplines to incorporate Women’s 
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Studies findings into their general explanations and their introductory 
survey courses, We want to be acknowledged by them as legitimate and 
important, either as a crucial extension of work in that discipline or as 
a revolutionary new perspective that demands restructuring of the 
basic concepts in the field. Review articles frequently emphasize the 
impact of Women’s Studies work on the disciplines, often insisting that 
our work should be taken more seriously by traditionalists?° 

A different kind of review article might review and critique recent 
research in light of findings made about a particular aspect of women’s 
lives by scholars in a variety of disciplines. What we neglect and what 
most of us cannot easily do is show how our work relates to, extends, 
perhaps even corrects or restructures much other work in Women’s 
Studies, especially work outside the traditional discipline in which the 
research was conceived}! Beyond changing the disciplines, our central 
goal should be to build our own new knowledge. We need to be aware 
of how the disciplines can contribute to Women’s Studies, not just the 
other way around, 

Viewing ourselves as interdisciplinary tends to aggravate certain 
communication problems involved in keeping up with others’ research. 
We are often unaware of work we should know about. In part, this is 
a matter of publication and bibliography, since so much research 1s 
published in traditional disciplinary sources and many bibliographies 
are also divided along disciplinary lines, The extra labor required to 
consult many sources to find work on an interdisciplinary topic must 
discourage many a scholar, As a result, we risk duplicating work. 
Related problems have been noted by Catharine Stimpson (1978), who, 
as editor of Signs for five years, is probably best qualified to comment 
on the state of ‘the new scholarship about women.’ She has found that, 
in part because of ignorance, ‘even people in women’s studies may not 
always appreciate the quantity and quality of work that has been done 
and that is being done,’ Our still-strong disciplinary ties may affect our 
motivation. Stimpson notes: ‘We have also been prone to overestimate 
our actual interest in other disciplines. As editor of Signs, 1 have met a 
depressing amount of resistance, among those most in favor of women’s 
studies, to actually reading essays outside their areas of expertise.’ 
Because disciplines tend to have their own languages which are difficult 
to understand without specialized training, Stimpson suggests that we 
now train ‘translators,’ who could translate the findings of one disci- 
pline to persons trained in another, and also to persons outside the 
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academy altogether, ‘without diluting ideas or patronizing that audi- 
ence,’ That solution seems to me, however, both too difficult and 
insufficient for the problem. Such ‘translators’ remind me of Ptolemaic 
circles-on-circles, and surely will be treated poorly by the universities 
where they should be housed. Moreover, the problems are deeper than 
just communication or translation. They relate to the content of our 
research, 

Stimpson thinks we underestimated the difficulty of actually doing 
interdisciplinary work, She finds what she calls ‘the fallacy of mis- 
placed originality,’ which results when even the most elementary find- 
ings from another discipline seem revelatory or brilliant because they 
are new to people not trained in that discipline. Making effusive claims 
about the explanatory power of concepts long familiar to other disci- 
plines, and oversimplifying them in the process, can hardly benefit our 
credibility. 1 think such problems result because we underestimate the 
difficulty of interrelating findings from different disciplinary frame- 
works, which are incommensurable. The most basic idea in the liter- 
ature on the structure of knowledge and in Kuhn is that knowledge is 
not simply cumulative or additive. We cannot take the research about 
women willy-nilly from its sources and string it together, expecting the 
result to be coherent. We are going to have to make choices: choices 
about what to include and what to leave out, and choices about how to 
integrate what we decide to keep. Our data will not arrange them- 
selves, 

What affects our research also affects teaching. We do not yet have 
a widely accepted ‘core’ of material which constitutes an interdisci- 
plinary introduction. Since different faculty often feel the need to 
include introductions to the feminist perspective in their upper-evel 
disciplinary courses, students taking many Women’s Studies courses 
may find the most elementary material repeated. To the extent that 
our courses do not cover the gaps between the various disciplinary 
perspectives, our students remain confused. But most important, we 
do not equip students to make comparative evaluations of the various 
ways of addressing or expiaining women in society. Surely some of the 
models we have ‘borrowed’ work better than others, But can our 
students make such evaluations? Can we? And have we developed a 
clear enough statement of ‘feminist perspective’ that students can 
criticize sexism in the traditional disciplines wherever they find it, not 
just in the particular examples we cite? 
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Since interdisciplinarity is so often defended as contributing to our 
survival, by keeping us out of direct competition with stronger and 
entrenched departments, | would like to close this section by noting 
some direct detriments in precisely this area. Whether we like it or not, 
our teaching mission will take us only so far in colleges and universities. 
Universities see themselves as crucibles for the production of new 
knowledge, and scholarly productivity is the primary basis for person- 
nel decisions in all areas of liberal arts. For example, so long as our 
participating faculty are connected to Women’s Studies primarily by 
their teaching, and remain ‘in the department’ for their research, and 
for evaluations of their research, we perpetuate the notion that Women’s 
Studies is a teaching program only, perhaps with service added, and has 
no real place in the important research mission of the university. So 
long as research is prepared for disciplinary publication according to 
methods and models of disciplines, we delay and undervalue research 
in Women's Studies. The ‘credit’ goes to the departments, and the long- 
term result is that they retain the power to bestow ‘credit’ for research 
achievement on faculty. We must do research ‘in Women’s Studies’ so 
that Women’s Studies becomes a credible field for research achieve- 
ment, 

In summary, it seems to me that being ‘interdisciplinary’ is no longer 
such a valuable format for Women’s Studies. At first it was attractive 
because it is genuinely better for our research and teaching than remain- 
ing in the disciplines. The quality and nature of Women’s Studies work 
in the last decade, however, demonstrates that being ‘interdisciplinary’ 
is not the only possible way for us to achieve independence from the 
traditional disciplines; and I contend that it limits us excessively because 
it does not give us enough autonomy. So long as we allow disciplinary 
models to point out questions to us, so long as we accept disciplinary 
priorities about the appropriate methodologies, and so long as we see the 
main contribution of our work as changing those disciplinary models, 
so long do we delay emergence of comprehensive models in Women’s 
Studies. 


3 Disciplining ourselves 


Designing Women’s Studies as an academic discipline will certainly be 
fascinating, but cannot be easy. In this process, and despite the troubles 
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it has given us, we should undoubtedly regard our link with the univer- 
sity as a two-way street. It must certainly learn from us and change 
itself; but we need to exercise some care in our critique that we not 
overlook and undervalue some aspects of academic disciplines which 
might strengthen Women’s Studies and should be retained. 


Perhaps our first step, which could be taken immediately by many, is 
to claim to be a discipline. Just use the words. When people ask your 
discipline, say ‘Women’s Studies.” Refer to everybody else as the ‘other’ 
disciplines, | have noted with some discomfort that when Women’s 
Studies people meet for the first time they very often ask ‘what is your 
discipline?’ as a first order of business. If Women’s Studies is our field 
of work, our areas of disciplinary preparation should be described as 
specialties. The distinction may appear to semantic, but | think it also 
goes deeper to a matter of identity. Are we sociologists, historians, and 
artists who happen to be interested in women — or are we Women’s 
Studies people who happen to be particularly interested in social roles, / 
history, and art? One reason we want to know each other’s specialty. 
early on is because we have discovered that historians ‘think differently’ 
from literary critics, who think differently from anthropologists, and 
so on. Only if we first accept that Women’s Studies can be a framework 
for organizing knowledge, a framework with its own internal structure 
and approaches, can we begin to evolve a sense of what it means ‘to 
think like a Women’s Studies person.’ 


Structure 


The administrative structure for a discipline is a department. What 
would this mean for Women’s Studies? We would probably not have 
many more resources for our programs, but we would have more auto- 
nomy, Decisions about the balance and emphasis of the program would 
be less influenced by priorities and circumstances in other academic 
units. We would also have far greater responsibility, especially in the 
area of faculty evaluations, Departmental structure implies a unit with 
its own staff who need to be evaluated for their contributions to that 
unit. This part of disciplinary independence has seemed unattractive 
to many Women’s Studies people: we shy away from doing to others 
what has been done so unfairly to many of us. Anyone who takes 
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seriously the process of faculty evaluation knows that it is difficult at 
best and often more political than scholarly. Even within Women’s 
Studies, evaluators will sometimes undervalue new or different approa- 
ches, have personal or theoretical biases, and be frustrated by apparent 
conflicts between judgments of quality and personal friendships. But 
I submit that the process, though difficult, is necessary and even has 
its attractions, Given the nature of the university, whose resources we 
wish to share, if we don’t evaluate Women’s Studies others will; and 
they will use their standards, not ours. We do not have a realistic choice 
of freedom and support for all minds to develop as they wish. 

The advantage of controlling our own evaluations is that we can 
apply and develop our own standards, We must, for instance, continually 
agonize over controlling course content to weed out naive or biased 
approaches which neglect or trivialize feminist scholarship, As long as 
we are just an interdisciplinary collection of disciplinary courses, such 
efforts would be seen as violations of ‘academic freedom,’ which, under 
' existing definitions, they probably are. If we are autonomous, however, 
we have not only the right but the obligation to demand and evaluate 
‘quality.’ Given the importance of feminist perspectives in understand- 
ing women, I cannot imagine work ‘in Women’s Studies’ which ignores 
or trivializes this approach without an enormous sacrifice in quality. All 
this has nothing to do with ‘objectivity’ and is not some sleight-of-hand. 
It stems from the academic tradition of departmental autonomy, which 
we can claim if we are ourselves a discipline. An important part of 
professionalization in every field has always been that only qualified 
experts can and must evaluate work in their fields, 

The most revolutionary aspect of disciplinary structure would prob- 
_ ably be new staffing patterns. We would expect people ‘in Women’s 
| Studies’ to have teaching schedules combining several courses about 
women, even though these courses may presently be taught in different 
traditional disciplines. The same person might teach, for example, 
‘Women in American History,’ ‘Psychology of Women,’ ‘The Family,’ 
and a Women’s Studies survey or seminar, We would thus have teachers 
whose different courses explore different parts of our knowledge about 
women, and who might be able to provide comparative evaluations of 
various ways of approaching this knowledge. 

Such a teaching load strikes many present Women’s Studies faculty 
as extraordinarily difficult and demanding. For those of us trained in a 
traditional discipline, with all the supporting fields, background knowl- 
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edge, theory and methods which were required, adequately teaching 
even one course in ‘another’ discipline would seem to require prepar- 
ation equivalent to at least another master’s degree. Learning the 
terminology and secondary fields of each discipline from which Women’s 
Studies has grown sounds like an impossible task. And it is. But I want 
to distinguish between Women’s Studies as it exists now (disciplinary 
people trying to be interdisciplinary) and how Women’s Studies as an 
academic discipline would look. What we need, simultaneously with the 
new staffing patterns, is graduate training to prepare teachers like 
these. Neither the absence of jobs nor the absence of autonomous 
PhD programs should prevent us from developing both. 

Imagine, then, a PhD program in Women’s Studies aimed, like most 
PhD programs, at producing scholar/teachers. A student would expect 
to have some basic knowledge of all the areas presently included in 
Women’s Studies. A major field might be, perhaps, literature — with 
research in that field. But the PhD would also include several support- 
ing fields, which would NOT be literature of different eras or places, 
but other bodies of knowledge about women. Graduates of such 
programs would bring to their research not only a valuable set of skills, 
but they would clearly be qualified to teach courses in their major 
specialty as well as in their subfields. This is not much different from 
or more difficult than the sorts of teaching combinations expected in 
the traditional disciplines. 


v j 
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Content ain Se 


Discussing graduate problems leads to the issue of content, We are 
immediately confronted with the irreducible fact that each of us has 
different ideas about the balance and organization of content, reflect- 
ing among other things different disciplinary backgrounds and various 
styles of feminism. It should be evident that Women’s Studies will 
probably always have different streams reflecting different priorities 
and approaches — as in the traditional disciplines. I would like to 
suggest, however, three things to keep in mir as we proceed to organize 
content. One is that we should avoid following the arrangement of the 
traditional disciplines as much as possible. It clearly will not do to 
imagine Women’s Studies as the sum of other disciplines — psychology 
plus literature plus economics, for example. It is precisely the inap- 
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propriateness of the divisions this system imposes on our knowledge 
that brought us together into an ‘interdisciplinary’ program in the 
first place. 

Secondly, it has sometimes been suggested that Women’s Studies 
should derive its questions and its priorities from the Women’s Move- 
ment, or from re general principle of developing knowledge that will 
benefit women? This is better than the sum-of-disciplines approach, 
but will not produce consensus, since we have many brands of feminism. 
Moreover, our origin in the women’s movements pushes us to down- 
grade basic research aimed at understanding rather than at producing 
immediate results. We need a larger vision, 

Thirdly, the structure of a graduate curriculum will not come about 
by force, legislation, foundation-funded programs in curriculum devel- 
opment, or any conscious specification. We do not have to worry 
about, or devote any attention to, trying to push a consensus or elimin- 
ating our differences of opinion and approach. What will happen is 
that several key works will emerge from the literature we are now 
producing; they will attract supporters because of their compelling 
intellectual power, their ability to organize data and make women’s 
experience comprehensible, and their illumination of new research 
questions and usable methods? If we pay attention to each other, 
we ought to be able to see this happening even now.* 

Perhaps even more difficult than the issue of paradigms, and even 
more important for the development of graduate programs, is methodo- 
logy, which is another aspect of the content of Women's Studies. Para- 
doxically, we have seemed sometimes to scorn methodology, and at 
other times to revere it from a distance, fearing that Women’s Studies 
lacks a ‘unique’ methodology and therefore cannot be a ‘discipline.’ 
As noted above, however, it is incorrect to conceptualize disciplines 
as enthronements of methodologies. Certainly all the methods we now 
use are borrowed from traditional] disciplines — but virtually all of the 
methods anybody uses in social science or the humanities are adapta- 
tions of logic, statistics, examination of texts, and observation, What 
individual disciplines do is choose methods that are appropriate and 
adapt them to the particular subject or theory at hand, Women’s 
Studies can do the same. With methods, as with concepts, we need to 
identify which ones are useful for a wide range of questions and begin 
to teach our methodologies systematically — rather than sending 
students to other disciplines to learn that discipline’s particular array 
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of methods. Our goal here is not to teach every student all the methods, 
not even statisucs courses do that, Our goal is to teach our particular 
combination, so that our graduates can understand most of the work 
we are publishing, expecting that those pursuing research projects will 
learn (or invent!) the advanced methods they need as they go along, 
Women’s Studies doesn’t lack methodology; on the contrary, we have 
too many methodologies. We need to rank them and teach them 
systematically. 

The search for a distinctive methodology, and a related effort to 
purify Women’s Studies of ‘male’ methods, could be quite unfruitful. 
While it is undoubtedly true that many abuses have been committed 
in the name of a ‘rationality’ that does not include women’s experi- | 
ences, we should not run too far in the opposite direction. If traditional 
academic scholarship has emphasized observation (implying a separa- 
tion of the observer and the observed) and logic, we are not thereby 
limited to subjectivism, spiritualism, revealed knowledge, and intuition. 
It is undoubtedly true that a central development of ‘Women’s Studies 
method’ has been to incorporate our own experiences and perceptions 
as women into both teaching and research. We have frequently con- 
trasted the abstractions of social science with a woman’s own story 
told in her own words, finding that the latter is a better explanation 
than the former. Our classrooms are distinguished by the sharing of 
experience and the conscientious attempt to make Women’s Studies 
information relate to women’s lives, especially students’ lives. But to 
substitute experience for theory and summed observations, including 
statistics, is either to believe that all women’s experiences are inherently 
similar, denying race, class, cultural and other differences, or to aban- 
don hope of being able to generalize about women. What we need to do 
in reacting to the limitations of previous scholarship is not emphasize 
its direct opposite, but create a new spectrum of methods which is 
more inclusive. We may include our own experiences and perceptions, 
comparing them with others’ perceptions and results from other meth- 
ods; and we should also apply traditional methods to new problems. 
Sometimes their limitations are not in the method but in the appli- 
cation. Quoting Stimpson (1978) again: ‘Now that Women’s Studies 
has a bit of a tradition, we need to find a judicious balance between 
the claims of personal authority and the waste of re-inventing the 
wheel that occurs when non-personal authority is rejected.’ (p. 17). 
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Behavior 


Imagining a structure and a content for Women’s Studies as an academic 
discipline is a speculative enterprise, of grand design. Some rather more 
subtle steps intervene between here and there, changes in focus and 
direction which facilitate the emergence of the discipline. 

Generally, we could now pay more attention to each other and 
correspondingly less to our colleagues in the traditional disciplines. 
We need to read more widely in other areas of Women’s Studies, 
write for Women’s Studies journals, attend Women’s Studies confer- 
ences. We need to design courses that focus on Women’s Studies subjects, 
concepts and methods, and choose research problems that elaborate 
existing key approaches in Women’s Studies. We need to spend more 
time communicating with each other, learning each other’s different 
dialects so that we can develop through usage our own common Profes- 
sional language. 

Much of this work could be accomplished through the National 
Women’s Studies Association, if we were to add certain kinds of research 
content to our annual meetings and perhaps in publications. We must 
expect and invite the outstanding researchers about women in every 
field to participate in our one unifying conference, For example, we 
might cut down on reviews of work in individual disciplines, or panels 
on ‘new work in women’s histosy — or art — or whatever,’ in favor of 
reviews and panels focused on single subjects with participants specific- 
ally charged to compare approaches and see integration, rather than 
cumulation, of insights, I see two central questions we need to ask: 


1 What are key generalizing concepts that explain large amounts 
and disparate kinds of information about women? and 

2 How do these key Women’s Studies concepts relate to each 
other? 


Many of us were drawn to Women’s Studies by the possibility of 
community, both personal and professional, with other feminist scholars, 
A well-integrated community is also highly efficient. A shared language, 
a shared knowledge of basic texts, permits researchers to develop com- 
paratively narrow subjects and write up only their particular findings, 
with confidence about significance and acceptability. In contrast, 
many projects in Women’s Studies must justify the subject and approach 
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from the foundation, adding to the number of competing explanations 
rather than strengthening or deepening a clearly fruitful approach. 
Our conflicts with each other are often over priorities, not validity; 
and I suspect that some of these conflicts arise because so many of us 
keep one foot in a traditional discipline, 

This discussion should make clear, however, that 1 am talking about 
more than just ‘better communication; I am also talking about more 
conscious standards. | see the task not as increasing our approaches to 
knowledge or adding new data, but organizing more effectively the 
wealth we already have. If we begin to knit parts of our work into a 
more coherent picture, other parts are going to be left out. If we rank 
methods, conceptualizations, or paradigms, some will be low as others 
are high. This process carries risks as well as benefits. 


Criticism 


One of the major criticisms of traditional disciplines, and arguments 
for retaining the looseness of a non-standardized ‘interdisciplinary’ 
approach, is that we might become as ngid as they are. We might be 
hostile to valuable new ideas with merit; we might develop our own 
esoteric language and standards which exclude outsiders. All these 
behaviors are abuses, even in the disciplines which practice them. 
Resistance to theory, method, and standards in Women’s Studies 
probably arises because these things were used against us in the disci- 
plines, whose theories and priorities sometimes declared women and 
Women’s Studies trivial or unresearchable. Hence, some of us have 
come to see theory, method and standards as inherently constricting 
and have attempted to be as eclectic as possible. But we are wrong to 
blame the tools when the real problem is mainly that they have been 
used by people not focused on women. They use the tools towards 
ditferent ends. We need to imagine boldly a discipline organized solely 
around our own priorities, Is it then necessary that we become narrow? 


We need not abandon our well-developed concerns to use everyday /- 


language comprehensible outside the academy, to honor common) 
sense, and to make sure our work relates well to real women. ! 

Another important criticism is based on the fear of ‘ghettoization.’ 
As Elsa Greene put tt: 
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‘How do we gain the visibility and influence of a strong association 
without becoming a token ghetto of feminists surrounded by an 
unaltered patriarchal monolith? Too much associating exclusively 
with each other and — as Florence Howe has warned — we could go 
the way of the home economics profession which has many students, 
moderate status and no power to affect the general curriculum’ 
(1976, p. 3). 


Another negative example frequently cited is Black Studies, which has 
much autonomy but inadequate respect. Ghettoization is a real danger 
and a real temptation. The constant struggle for recognition is suf- 
ficiently painful that separatism, giving freedom to do our work with- 
out harassment, often seems attractive. 

But I think we often misinterpret the reasons for the weak influence 
of the programs we cite. Especially with Black Studies and Home 
Economics, the problem is not just separation but continuing racism 
and sexism. These scholars do not fail to communicate with their 
colleagues, but the rest of academia often refuses to listen. There are 
other interdisciplinary programs which have separated themselves, in 
many institutions into separate departments, without losing credibility: 
my favorite examples are biochemistry and linguistics. Fearing ‘ghetto- 
ization,’ we may fail to observe that even the interdisciplinary structure 
is not working especially well in changing our colleagues. Merely retain- 
ing ties is not sufficient to achieve any power to change the general 
curriculum, and these ties may not be necessary. 

I suspect that another motivation behind the fear of ghettoization is 
a strong need for approval from the traditional disciplines. Excluded for 
_ so long from disciplinary recognition, we don’t want to jeopardize the 
> foothold we have, Since this seems a professional extension of women 
seeking approval from men and male institutions, | am immediately and 
perhaps excessively suspicious. 

In fairness, many people in Women’s Studies enjoy their contacts 
with their colleagues in a traditional discipline. What seem to me frus- 
trating split loyalties are to them a double circle of valued colleagues 
and friends, Many women place high priority on making contributions 
to a traditional discipline, and genuinely value the work of others in 
the discipline. More autonomy for Women’s Studies seems to suggest 
that they abandon or be cut off from those contacts, 

It is therefore essential to emphasize that we cannot establish 
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Women’s Studies as an academic discipline overnight, and we must be | 
prepared for a period of mixed models — perhaps a long period, given : 


economic conditions. We cannot and should not eliminate or devalue 
work done within disciplinary frameworks, or relent in our efforts to 
change the traditional disciplines, We need all the help we can get. 
Even autonomous Women’s Studies departments will need the contri- 
butions of faculty within the departments. What I am suggesting, at 
this point in our history, is a new option, the specialist in ‘pure’ Women’s 
Studies who can work with our existing staffs, and a new orientation, 
the disciplines contributing to Women’s Studies, not just the other way 
around. P e a ea 

Having completed my argument for why and how we should become 
an academic discipline, | would like to close by returning to Kuhn’s 
model of scientific revolutions to explain why autonomy seems to me 
our only real alternative. Kuhn noted that sciences go through periods 
of anomaly and crisis when their data do not seem to fit the theories 
and the experiments do not seem to be working out. These crises are 
generally resolved by a ‘revolution’ in which the science shifts its 
assumptions dramatically. There must be a revolution, rather than 
gradual change, because ‘normal science’ does not aim at, cannot 
tolerate, and generally cannot even see novelty; particular investigations 
are designed specifically to advance accepted theory, and when re- 
searchers do not work out as expected, the scienust usually questions 
the technique and goes back to try again. Because the assumptions 
of a discipline — and its paradigms, its exemplars, its models — shape 
the scholar’s very perceptions, anomalies are visible only in a crisis 
penod. Crises are rather agonizing times in which scientists begin for 
the first time to specify and codify the rules and boundaries of their 
enterprise. Crises are resolved when a new paradigm, embodying an 
idea which may have been around already for a while, gains adherents 
who then return to their laboratories. 

Different paradigms cannot be blended together in the Kuhn model, 
Indeed, a shift from one to another involves loss as well as gain, since a 
revolution changes definitions, destroys the validity of some previously 
accepted ‘solutions,’ and re-orders the hierarchy of work still to be 
done. This process of revolution is principally one of politics or persua- 
sion, not of simple truth. The older generations must die off, be con- 
verted, or lose influence, Scientific revolutions are not simple matters 
of accumulating or improving the quality of explanation. 
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This part of Kuhn's model helps to explain why it seems so absurdly 
difficult to get the traditional disciplines to ‘expand’ their vision to 
admit the new perspectives of Women’s Studies. We generally propose, 
for each discipline, what amounts to scientific revolution, Our findings 
do not fit the established paradigms.'* We rank priorities quite dif- 


ferently: we study different literature, we put family and reproductive 


relationships near the top of the list, not the bottom; we want to know 
about women’s relationships with women, and a women’s culture 
previously ignored; we see qualities of sensitivity and nurturance as 


` achievements, not leftovers. 


What this means is that we cannot expect our colleagues in the 
traditional disciplines to say simply, ‘Yes, what a good idea! I'll put 
this in my new textbook right away.’ They may take some of our 
findings — their choices will perplex us — but they will probably not 
take our perspective. The best we can get from them is an admission 
that we have another, separate body of knowledge and literature of 
which we are the guardians. We can convince them of this more easily 
if we adopt a parallel structure than if we depend on the traditional 
disciplines to give us separate seals of approval. 

In one of my visions, Women’s Studies is an established, autonomous 
discipline occupying a central position in every university and college, 
because our research and teaching are so valuable in explaining and 
understanding human experience. We are notoriously successful in 
preparing people, especially women, to actualize their own visions 
and promote equality. Then everyone who sees a special ‘problem’ 
needing a new interdisciplinary examination will call Women’s Studies 
to be one of the key contributing autonomous disciplines, because no 
human problem can be understood without us as full and equal parti- 
cipants, 


Notes 


1 An earlier version of this paper was presented at the National Women’s 
Studies Association convention in Lawrence, Kansas, in June 1979. I 
am indebted to Gloria Bowles and Renate Duelli Klein, Nick Burbules, 
Women’s Studies faculty at Kansas State University and Wichita State 
University, and students in my Senior Seminar for critiques and comments. 

2 See also Haskell (1977), Kuklick (1976), and Veysey (1965). 

3 See, for example, Perry (1977) who examines the ways in which different 
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analysts have applied Kuhn’s model to political science, sociology, reli- 
gion and fine art. Dozens of articles in various journals evaluate Kuhnian 
models of particular disciplines, and the Social Science Citation Index 

lists over 300 references to Kuhn each year, 

See Lakatos and Musgrave (1970), especially Margaret Masterman, ‘The 
Nature of a Paradigm.’ 

Examples used repeatedly by Kuhn (1970) are Newton’s Principia, Darwin's 
Origin of Species and Einstein’s theory of relativity. 

Book-ength ‘histories’ have been written for most disciplines. Some are 
rather abstract ‘histories of ideas’ while other give more attention to the 
development of social institutions (professionalization) and the social- 
political context in which change took place. A useful collection of articles 
is Bonjean, Schneider and Lineberry (1976). 

See Barbara Smith, The Structure of Knowledge: A Feminist Perspective 
(1978). 

See Sinaceur (1977) and Sherif and Sherif (1969). 

See Okerlund (1979). 

See, for example, Parlee’s review of ‘Psychology of Women’ (1979), Carroll's 
review of ‘Political Science’ (1979) and Norton’s review of ‘American 
History’ (1979) — all in Signs. Similar reviews are in earlier issues of Signs 
and, of course, in disciplinary journals. 

In fairness, Signs also contains reviews which might be described in this 
way, since the author reviews literature about a certain topic and often 
very consciously considers several disciplinary sources, See, for example, 
Brown’s review of ‘Women and Business Management,’ and Hayler’s review 
of ‘Abortion’ (1979). Such reviews often include a brief consideration of 
whether the literature so far covers the important questions about the 
topic, but almost never consider how knowledge about this topic fits into 
our overall understanding of women, 

See Stimpson (1978), 

l have obviously derived this model from Kuhn, but with adaptations spel- 
led out by Mulkay (1975). Mulkay finds that, in addition to the process of 
revolution within scientific communities, which Kuhn describes and which 
is more a political than an intellectual process, a ‘branching’ process occurs 
when new problem areas are created and ‘scientific migrants’ join together 
to create new social networks. The Mulkay model seems to fit Women’s 
Studies better than the Kuhn model, although I think Kuhn's description 
of revolution does explain what we would expect the traditional disciplines 
to do if we were to stay in them, as noted below, 

For example, we have a consensus so old it is almost invisible that, in the 
‘nature vs, nurture’ debate, Women’s Studies emphasizes social and cultural 
factors over biological ones, Another old theme is that relations between 
the sexes are political, and men have both dominion and privilege; this 
assumption is a profound challenge to past assumptions that environment 
or culture is basically compatible with individuals, since we see culture as 
often hostile to women (Westkott, 1979, pp. 423-4). Much recent Women’s 
Studies work focuses on women’s culture as a separate system, providing 
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a challenge to the oppression model; this research approach has sparked 
lively debate about the extent to which women have ‘power’ within a 
separate culture or are still dominated by men (Rosaldo, 1974; Rich, 
1976; Cott, 1977; Miller, 1976; Bernard, 1981; Smith-Rosenberg, 1975). 
We are also beginning to realize that profound differences exist among 
women of different races, classes, and cultures — which may confound 
the further development of large-scale explanatory models in Women’s 
Studies. 

15 For example, consider the psychology of sex differences, in which even 
the smallest instance of sex difference has been published (and over- 
generalized), but the vast areas of sex similarities have not. Studies which 
find no differences have been considered failures, especially when done 
by graduate students. 
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5 
Learning Women’s Studies 


Taly Rutenberg 


We are all familiar with the cliché of the professor, pointer in hand, 
stoically drilling information into the heads of students who appear as 
bored as he does. In this scenario, the three components of education — 
the student, the teacher and the material — are not interacting. The 
result is an alien and alienating educational experience. One of the uni- 
que and inspiring features of Women’s Studies ts that it is a discipline 
which inherently appreciates and encourages the interrelationship 
between these components of learning. Because Women’s Studies 
course material addresses the experience of women in our society, 
women students have to strain not to idenufy. Instructors are often 
enthusiasuc about the material because Women’s Studies is a new and 
personally relevant discipline. Women’s Studies is not an isolated study ; 
it is intimately connected with the women’s movement which is a 
dynamic and politically volatile social force. Appropriately, the princi- 
ples of the movement are evident in the content and method of teach- 
ing Women’s Studies. Feminist process (e.g., poliucizing the personal, 
interacting cooperatively), manifested academically as Women’s Studies, 
creates the potential for what I call a fulfilling learning experience. 

In the minds of students, the university is no longer merely a sanc- 
tuary of knowledge. Academicians should not develop or disseminate 
their theories in an intellectual vacuum nor should the application of 
those theories be restricted to the academic setting..We expect a college 
education to be intellectually stimulating as well as practical. In order 
for students to have a meaningful learning experience, we must be 
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educated in ways which not only stimulate our creative conceptual 
faculties but which facilitate the application of creative thought to 
circumstances in the outside world. 

We know that no theory or critique has a purely intellectual founda- 
tion: we are emotional as well as intellectual beings. To be wholly effec- 
tive, education must be approached with an appreciation of the totality 
of our natures. 

Finally, we should be trained and encouraged to think beyond our 
fore-scholars. We should not be indoctrinated with their Truths; rather, 
we should be invited to criticize or alter theories and methods with 
respect to our present cultural disposition and social circumstances. 
I believe that a ‘fulfilling learning experience’ develops a student’s 
creative intellectual faculties and encourages her to see the relationship 
between her intellect, her personal life and her politics. 


The traditional disciplines 


Merriam-Webster defines ‘discipline’ as (1) control gained by enforcing 
obedience or order, (2) orderly or prescribed conduct or pattern of 
behavior, and (3) a field of study. I suggest that the ‘traditional’ aca- 
demic disciplines currently approach education on the basis of all three 
definitions. Most disciplines are committed both to their discipline- 
specific perspectives and to traditional assumptions about the purpose 
and method of ‘academia.” By discipline-specific, I am referring to the 
sets of assumptions around which the disciplines ask questions and 
form conclusions. Each discipline perceives the world through a different 
colored lens and is committed to that hue. Schools of thought within 
these disciplines whose approach to knowledge and education parallels 
that of ‘traditional academia’ further distort their inherently narrow 
spectrum. Responding to this phenomenon, Gloria Bowles describes 
a traditional discipline as ‘a particular body of knowledge which has 
its own ways of finding out what it wants to know.’ In order for a 
student to excel in a traditional discipline, she must temporarily per- 
ceive the world through the lens of the particular discipline, She must 
familiarize herself with its theoretical foundation, its jargon and its 
maxims in order to squeeze facts and phenomena into theoretical 
molds. The better the fit, the higher the grade, While this method 
‘disciplines’ our minds and secures ‘A’s,’ it ultimately stunts our intel- 


74/Learning Women’s Studies 


lectual growth. The present goal of education is not to challenge the 
basic assumptions of the disciplines but to use one’s mechanical ingenu- 
ity to reach the same basic conclusions. While this method may exercise 
a student’s faculties for linear analysis, it does not necessarily develop 
the faculties which potentially create new assumptions or perspectives. 

The traditional disciplines do not incorporate into their methodology 
or materia! the knowledge which is derived from a student’s personal 
or emotional experiences. For the traditional disciplines, legitimacy is 
achieved through ‘objective’ methodology; because personal experience 
and emotion cannot be empirically derived, they have no place in tradi- 
tional academia. An emotional reaction or personal expenence is, 
however, often the foundation of critical thought and more astute 
theory. The assumption that women derive ultimate sausfaction from 
their roles as mother and wife, for example, was not challenged by 
academia until the actual experiences of women were finally con- 
sidered and ‘legitimated.’ Through an analysis of diaries, journals, 
interviews and other ‘subjective’ resources, this assumption was refuted 
and exposed as a mechanism for social control. Women’s ‘diseases’ as 
well as their level of satisfaction can be interpreted as effects of patri- 
archal control. Feminists have explained that ‘hysteria,’ for example, 
was a rebellion and outlet for the frustration felt by nineteenth-century 
housewives who were forced to repress their creativity or intellect. 
Theories developed by traditional academicians and physicians of the 
day held that ‘hysteria’ was the disease which stemmed from a woman's 
inability to accept her God-given, biologically mandated role as wife 
and mother. Had these theoreticians listened to the feelings of women 
about their lives as wives and mothers, had they not been exclusively 
academic in their approach to ‘hysteria,’ and were they without a 
vested interest in the subjugation of women, their theories would have 
been based on fact rather than on objective fantasies. We should learn 
from these lessons: if students are not taught to use personal experience 
and emotions as viable tools of criticism, we will leave the university 
with a superficial sense of the methods of critical thinking. An educa- 
tional experience which ignores sentence cannot be a fulfilling learning 
experience, 

The quest for objectivity and the tendency towards isolation inherent 
in the traditional disciplines also explain why students feel that the 
relevance of course material is limited to a parucular class, rather than 
applicable to their education in general, or more significantly, to their 
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lives outside the academy. Not only is the material presented to stu- 
dents often obscure, but it is presented in a manner which reflects the 
strict rules of ‘academia.’ Narrow and rigid in scope, these rules are not 
appropriate in our persona] lives and cannot be applied to a multi- 
faceted and dynamic society. At this point, academia becomes ‘useless.’ 
l believe that what we learn is not as important as how well we apply a 
thoughtful method. A ‘thoughtful method’ does not overemphasize the 
intellectual approach; rather it is the combination of intellect and 
emotion and is concerned with practical and personal as well as aca- 
demic application. 


The learning experience in Women’s Studies 


How does Women’s Studies, in contrast, offer students a fulfilling learn- 
ing experience? The most significant difference between Women’s 
Studies and the traditional disciplines is that Women’s Studies emerged 
from a political and social movement outside the walls of the university. 
As a result, its concerns are not strictly academic and its legitimacy is 
dependent on its acceptance by the feminist community as well as by 
the standards of the academy. Women’s Studies is responsible to the 
goals of the women’s movement, goals which include a critique of these 
traditional ‘standards of academia.’ 

Political and economic trends as well as standards for behavior often 
have their roots in theories developed in academia. Consequently, it is 
important that a feminist perspective be actively represented in the 
university. As the feminist force, Women’s Studies translates and com- 
municates the ideas of the movement through the channels of the 
university. The priorities of Women’s Studies often conflict with those 
of the traditional disciplines and cannot be transmitted through tradi- 
tional methods. 

I am not arguing that all ‘non-traditional’ disciplines, by virtue of 
their deviation from traditional content, offer students a more reward- 
ing learning experience. Rather, | will attempt to show that Women’s 
Studies, by virtue of its connection to the ideals of the women’s move- 
ment, has features which increase the potential for a fulfilling learning 
experience. 

As I said earlier, Women’s Studies arose partly as a critique of the 
traditional disciplines because they do not accommodate the experiences 
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of women in their theories or methods. Women’s Studies is concerned 
with the patriarchal biases inherent in the traditional disciplines and 
attempts to deconstruct them. Part of learning Women’s Studies, 
therefore, is learning how to criticize basic assumptions underlying 
traditionally accepted theories. Women’s Studies teaches us to identify 
and critique different perspectives, not to feed them back to our 
instructors ‘in our own words.’ Along with the deconstruction of 
patriarchal myths, Women’s Studies is concerned with the reconstruc- 
tion and construction of new, more viable theones which are drawn 
from the experiences of women and other oppressed groups. Creativity 
and imagination are inherent in this process. Because the struggle 
against hierarchical stratificauon is embedded in the ideals of the 
women’s movement, students themselves are encouraged to use their 
creative resources to reconstruct and construct new theories. 

The movement’s emphasis on cooperation instead of competition 
is embodied in Women’s Studies and serves to enrich a student's 
learning experience. The goal of feminist scholarship is not to form 
conclusions about all women; rather, feminist theory attempts to 
reflect the diversity of women’s lives. To do this effectively, we must 
talk to each other whilé we conceive, develop and rework our theories. 
Feminist scholarship is collective in both form and content. As such, 
Women’s Studies students are encouraged to learn from each other; 
our individual and collective insights and stories become our scholar- 
ship. 

Women’s Studies is relevant to those who are concerned with poli- 
tical and social reform because it prepares us to recognize and confront 
the tensions we will encounter in our feminist struggles outside the 
university. The relationship between Women’s Studies and the univer- 
sity at large can be used as an example, As Women’s Studies represents 
the interests of the women’s movement, the university represents the 
interests of segments of a more traditional society, Clearly, these two 
sets of interests may conflict. The very survival of Women’s Studies is 
often threatened because the university does not consider it a ‘legiti- 
mate’ study. As a result, the Women’s Studies program has difficulties 
securing a permanent budget — the guarantee for its survival, Such 
marginality is an instant lesson in politics. By virtue of her connection 
to a vulnerable discipline, a Women’s Studies student is forced to 
confront tensions similar to those she will encounter in the struggle 
against oppression outside the university. 
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Women’s Studies is relevant to students because it validates personal 
experience within the context of academia, Throughout history, women 
have been relegated the familial and ‘expressive’ role. The personal 
nature of this sphere has been devalued by society at large and ignored 
in traditional scholarship. Women’s Studies, on the other hand, clearly 
values personal experience and tries to integrate it into classroom 
experience. Although some lecture courses are held within Women’s 
Studies, usually as introductory classes, most Women's Studies courses 
are conducted in the small discussion-group format. This format creates 
an intimate setting where students can feel comfortable reacting per- 
sonally as well as intellectually to the ideas being discussed. The decon- 
struction of sexist myths which women often internalize on a deep 
personal level can only occur in a setting which facilitates the expres- 
sion of both the intellectual and emotional realms. The Women’s Studies 
classroom is a place to identify feelings of oppression, venulate these 
feelings and constructively redirect them towards change. Although 
Women’s Studies delves intellectually into conflicts once they are 
identified, the identification process is inherently linked to a visceral 
experience, Contrary to the traditional disciplines, Women’s Studies 
has a firm commitment to subjective knowledge and learning, 


Careers and the disciplines 


Because students expect their education to be career-oriented, it is 
important to examine how the traditional disciplines and Women’s 
Studies approach this aspect of education. It is important to note that 
few disciplines actually ‘prepare’ one for later work. We are all too 
familiar with the decreasing practical worth of the BA degree. But if 
people want to succeed in the traditional career world, the traditional 
disciplines do have an advantage over the non-traditional disciplines; 
the qualities one must have to ‘succeed’ in the traditional disciplines 
are similar to those required to ‘succeed’ in the career world. That is, 
an understanding of the mechanisms of the academic system or disci- 
pline will often engender high marks. Furthermore, the traditional 
disciplines characteristically stress competition, specialization and a 
myopic devotion to their specific field. In our society, professional 
and financial success is rewarded to those with exactly these character- 
istics. 
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Women’s Studies provides us with a perspective on the traditional 
academic world and its corollary in the ‘real’ world so that we may 
consciously decide whether to accept, reject or attempt to modify 
those worlds. And it helps us to see alternatives: an education which 
encourages students to think beyond tradition and to incorporate their 
emotions into this process benefits students who wish to create or 
engage in feminist work, ‘Feminist work’ cannot be described in terms 
of a specific occupation or career because it is an approach to working. 
That is, in choosing work, one must consider individual needs and 
talents as well as the needs of the larger community. One must also 
consider how to structure one’s work so that it does not contradict 
or undermine its primary function. This approach to work parallels 
the Women’s Studies approach to education in that it appreciates 
the relationship between the individual, the community and her work. 
Feminist work, like a feminist education, cannot thrive in a competitive 
and hierarchical climate. Women’s Studies, then, in terms both of 
ideology and structure, can help a student formulate and engage in 
work which is innovative and personally relevant as well as useful to 
the community. 

Students who seek a discipline which encourages creativity and 
values personal experience and a social conscience do not have many 
options in the university today. | feel it is vital that society’s institu- 
tions evolve to meet the needs of its members. In order for the univer- 
sity to be useful it should reproach stale academic methodology and 
encourage creative education. The priorities of the traditional disci- 
plines parallel those of our present society and thus perpetuate the 
status quo; the university, because it is ruled by the traditional disci- 
plines, is not fulfilling its responsibility to progress. And with the 
exception of programs such as Women’s Studies, it is becoming less 
useful to students dedicated to social change. 


Notes 


1 Fora definition of ‘academia,’ see Gloria Bowles, ‘ls Women’s Studies 
an academic discipline?’ in this volume, chapter 3. 
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Feminism: a last chance for 
the humanities?’ 


Bari Watkins 


It has become a commonplace that the humanities are in serious trouble 
in American universities. Everywhere we look, there are warnings that 
liberal arts education is dying, that students are interested only in 
future careers, that professors care only for research, and that the evil 
technocrats have taken over all aspects of the educational process. 
Scholarly journals and highbrow magazines abound in essays calling 
for a return to commitment to the humanities, ‘back-to-basics’ cur- 
ricular reforms are justified as last-gasp efforts to save the television- 
generation from illiteracy, and individual faculty members confess to 
feelings of malaise and purposelessness. 

These concerns, of course, pervade the whole of the university 
world, Jobs are scarce in virtually every field, money for research and 
innovative programs is rapidly drying up, and in every ficld one hears 
the same complaints about career-onented students and frightened 
faculty. But the traditional fields of the humanities — literature, lang- 
uages, philosophy, history, the classics — seem hardest hit. Declining 
enrollments, a dearth of jobs for the remaining majors, and a general 
perception of helplessness, often coupled with gallows humor, make 
university life especially unhappy. Finally, and I think crucially, schol- 
ars in these fields have little experience with the large funded research 
projects which are the last remaining financial salvation of colleagues 
in policy-oriented fields. No research projects employing graduate 
assistants and supporting large percentages of faculty salaries are to be 
found in, for example, the average classics department. At my own 
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university, political scientists easily raised a million dollars to learn if 
people like being victims of crimes. A faculty member in the English 
department could not find $176 to fly to New York for research 
essential to her promising new book. 

But all is not so gloomy. At my own school, Northwestern, and at 
other universities, anecdotes and reports or evaluations suggest that 
faculty and students involved in Women’s Studies have created and 
maintained a sense of excitement about teaching and learning. Expres- 
sions of despair about the future of the university do not occupy the 
Women’s Studies faculty, even when we bemoan budget cuts and a 
shortage of time for research and teaching. They display enthusiasm 
about teaching and research, create new courses, join new organizations, 
and write for the new journals of Women’s Studies. Undergraduates 
in Women’s Studies also seem different. I’m sure your own experience 
has shown them singularly excited about learning and convinced the 
university has something to offer them beyond grades or admission to 
law school, In all our experience, we find Women’s Studies students 
preparing elaborate research projects, reading ‘recommended’ books, 
and urging their friends to join them in Women's Studies courses. 
Among all of these women, from distinguished senior professors to the 
most inexperienced freshman, liberal arts education holds a promise 
and a sense of purpose sadly lacking in much of the university, And all 
this is true even in the fields hardest hit by financial and emotional 
depression. 

Although this situation clearly calls for self-congratulation, in which 
I cheerfully indulge, it also offers an interesting opportunity for analy- 
sis, Let us presume that universities can be thought of in two ways. 
First, they are social institutions (non-profit corporations, to be exact) 
in which people get paid to teach and do research and in and through 
which they make careers and create and recreate professional ideologies. 
Second, we can think about the things that get thought in universities. 
That is, we must consider the models for research, modes of under- 
standing, social theories, critical theories, and so forth forming the 
overarching parameters of work within the various disciplines. To be 
sure, my distinction between institution and ideology is almost entirely 
false. We must always think dialectically about their relationship, for 
the social institution in which one gets paid to think and the things one 
does in fact think are inextricably intertwined as base and superstructure, 
Yet I will separate the two for a time, heuristically, for it seems to me 
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that feminist scholarship differs from everyday or garden variety 
scholarship in both respects, that those differences can be examined 
separately, and the conclusions we reach in putting them back to- 
gether are very useful. They offer, in fact, a model of intellectual 
revolution which may well prove to be most effective for all of the 
humanities. I mean quite seriously that the feminist model for teach- 
ing and learning can provide a solution to the dilemma faced by the 
liberal arts. 

To begin with, what distinguishes feminists from other scholars 
is their commitment to a movement for social change, and their con- 
viction that women have been excluded, devalued, and injured by 
many aspects of human society, including the traditional academic 
disciplines, They therefore pose two separate but related challenges 
to the ordinary business of the university. As scholars, they want to 
see women and issues of concern to women included in the canons 
of academic research and thinking. But in order to change the work 
that scholars do, feminists have also found that they must challenge 
the institutional arrangements of the university. Both. efforts provide 
useful lessons for non-feminist humanists. I will begin at the intel- 
lectual level. 

As our presence here and the issues we discuss clearly testify, Women’s 
Studies as an academic discipline has undergone a remarkable evolution 
in the past decade. Ten years ago, its goal was simple: to add women 
to academic fields where they had been ignored, and to correct inac- 
curate or biased presentations of women. So histonans, for example, 
began to demand that women’s lives and women’s accomplishments 
be added to the professional canon. Or in sociology, researchers found 
that many studies and experiments had been performed using only 
male subjects, often without even noting that limitation, so they did 
new studies to correct the omission of women. Women scholars in 
many fields produced what we now, following Catharine Stimpson, 
call ‘compensatory’ scholarship, adding women to make up for neglect 
or bad treatment. 

Such studies were surely revealing, but what happened next was far 
more exciting. Feminist scholars found that you could not simply add 
women to fields where they had previously been ignored. The models 
and paradigms of existing scholarship did not simply leave women out; 
they did not permit satisfactory explanations of women’s experiences. 
They painted a picture of the world which was basically wrong or mis- 
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guided because women’s lives did not fit into its outlines. It was there- 
fore necessary to transform and reconstruct traditional ideas and 
methods in order to include women. 

In history, for example, Renaissance scholars like Joan Kelly-Gadol 
reconstructed theories of social progress by noting the human costs 
paid by women (loss of social autonomy and cultural regard) in a 
period previously thought of as ‘progressive.’ Studies of Europe and 
America in the nineteenth century by women like Nancy Cott similarly 
reconstructed our ideas of capitalist culture by presenting new informa- 
tion and theories about the importance of the male/female cultural 
dialectic of Victonanism. In these two cases, and in dozens like them, 
scholars gained new understanding of social processes and periods by 
beginning to look at the victims of progress. 

In this respect, | would include feminist anthropologists as a human- 
istic discipline. And they have similarly changed the basic assumptions 
of their field. They have, for example, challenged existing ideas of what 
is truly ‘natural’ in human behavior by pointing out cultural patterns 
which have disguised women’s inferior social position as a result of 
biological differences. Well known work by Louise Lamphere questions 
received notions of gender differences, finding the assignment of 
women’s and men’s roles far more dependent on culture than pre- 
viously assumed. Further, they began to posit the truly revolutionary 
notion of a separate female culture, determined by historical domina- 
tion by men and marked by a separate women’s consciousness, in 
dialectical opposition to patriarchy. 

That idea — female consciousness — is, of course, at the heart of the 
recent exciting innovations in literary theory. The pioneering work of 
French critics on a female voice and their discovery of lost women’s 
literature in non-canonical forms has been eagerly greeted by American 
scholars. Those women have challenged, through their new work, the 
male-dominated canonization of what is ‘literature’ — and, more 
important, what constitutes culture itself. For a humanist, what could 
be more revolutionary? 

Even philosophers, seemingly above such social battles, have had to 
change their way of thinking once they began to consider women. 
Kathryn Pyne Parsons, for example, challenged the bastion of analytic 
philosophy, long dominant in the field, by studying the ethical deci- 
sions women face over abortions. She found that the analytic method 
simply could not deal with those problems — so she suggested necessary 
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and important revisions. Another feminist philosopher in political 
philosophy refashioned traditional ideas by considering feminism as 
a political movement. Because it could not be fitted into the existing 
categories, she sensibly concluded that the categories themselves did 
not account for all of human experience. In both cases, the way philo- 
sophers thought ‘people’ understood their world did not include half 
the human race. 

Examples from various fields could be multiplied endlessly. If one 
cares to add to a definition of the liberal arts or humanities the non- 
quantified social sciences, the list gets even longer. Sociology, eco- 
nomics, and political science have also been challenged by new questions 
and new information about women. But the lesson is the same for all of 
these fields: the humanities can be revivified by the expansion and 
deepening achieved through new discoveries, new ideas, and new per- 
spectives. Efforts to ‘preserve’ the humanities by maintaining their 
restricted focus on Western culture, a white male elite, or particular 
‘great’ thinkers are only defensive holding actions against change. 

Most important at this level of change is the challenge explicit in 
feminist scholarship that our earlier notions of human culture were in 
fact ideological justifications of a particular distribution of power 
within society. And that, of course, is a political challenge to defini- 
tions of life which exclude experience, deny expression, and negate the 
work of the non-powerful, the non-white, the non-Western, the non- 
male. Traditional humanists, especially those trained in the prestigious 
graduate institutions, are very fond of two claims: first, that their work 
is essential and global because it concerns ‘humanity,’ all of human 
experience. Second, that their work, unlike that of the morally suspect 
social scientists and social technocrats, is morally pure because it is not 
‘political,’ not influenced by immediate social concerns, Feminist 
scholarship has revealed both claims as lies, ideological mystifications 
of the role cultural, artistic, and literary notions and conventions have 
in creating, patterning, and shaping everyday life. In the end, the 
unmasking of that lie is salutary for two purposes. For women and all 
the other excluded groups, avenues are opened for the expression and 
study of our feelings, our experience, our lives, But for all humanists, 
the results are even more startling. In exposing the power of cultural 
prescriptions and mystifications in everyday life, revolutionary scholar- 
ship paradoxically rescues the humanities from their current obscurity. 

Let me elaborate. In our own educational expenences, we are al] too 
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familiar with odd mixtures of embarrassment and pride with which 
traditional humanists describe their own ‘uselessness,” The straw person 
classicist, reveling in the arcane delights of Greek participles, the stereo- 
typical critic, monomaniacally dedicated to Renaissance metrics, or 
the medieval historian, cheerfully claiming the Council of Trent as 
‘only current events,’ have victimized themselves and denied the impor- 
tance of humanistic studies through their denials of relevance. They 
have dug their own cultural grave by denying the immediate, political 
importance of their work. They have almost — if not entirely — achieved 
the ultimate in false consciousness by devoting their lives to work 
which denies its own importance. By so doing, they have guaranteed 
its absolute hegemony. Who, after all, could attack or even perceive 
the cultural injury and patriarchal domination perpetrated by such 
innocent and harmless bumblers? 

It seems to me that their game is up. Feminist scholars, along with 
other groups of the powerless, have revealed the humanists’ mystified 
domination of our lives and experience by revealing its limitations, If 
the humanities, as we now see, exclude, they must do so for a reason. 
And once we see that they exclude, it is not hard to understand why 
and on what basis, 

In the end, the humanities win, Their past corruption exposed, their 
power is revealed. And no one can see their work as irrelevant, quaint, 
or arcane anymore. We can only conclude that our classicist, Renais- 
sance scholar, or medievalist should thank feminists for exposing their 
importance and social power, if negatively. I rather suspect they will 
not. But future research and teaching in the humanities, even if not 
explicitly feminist, can never be the same again. 

But that intellectual revolution does not take place in isolation. In 
doing their research and writing, feminist scholars have also come to 
some important conclusions about the universities in which they work 
— and have mounted new models of behavior and organization which 
attempt to change them. Based on a sense that the structure of society 
has worked to exclude women, feminists have looked at all social 
institutions with an eye to their failures and weaknesses. In the case 
of the university, their discoveries tend to buttress their intellectual 
demand that life be rehumanized and reconstructed for the benefit 
of all. 

Modern American universities have come, since the Second World 
War, to aspire to the standard of the elite research institution. As 
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Patricia Graham (1978), among others, recently observed, such schools 
are designed to further the research and careers of the senior faculty, to 
produce mountains of data, articles, and scholarly books, and to fulfill 
what they perceive as a responsibility to provide services to govern- 
ment, corporations, and other large social institutions. They are, in 
certain important respects, entirely indistinguishable from the capitalist 
enterprises which support and surround them. Unlike the colleges which 
preceded them, modern research universities are not primarily oriented 
toward undergraduate education, nor do they tolerate personal eccen- 
tricity or primary devotion to teaching among faculty members. They 
are hierarchical, competitive, and individualistic, and they discourage 
institutional loyalty among faculty in favor of loyalty to professional 
disciplines. And, most important, they perceive and describe them- 
selves as being socially ‘neutral’ and ‘objective,’ meaning that the 
university does not take sides in social battles and that scholarship is 
seen as existing outside of politics. 

Feminist scholars, devoted to teaching as a part of their politics 
and to research oriented toward a particular social movement, do not 
fit very well into such a university. Women’s culture is as incompatible 
with the organizational style, discourse, and interactional patterns of, 
say, Harvard, as it is of Exxon. (This is a blunt truth we all surely 
recognize in our own lives,) Feminist work within the university, 
whether it is research about women or the necessary collection of 
information for new and innovative courses, is therefore perceived by 
the university as somehow trivial or unserious, the words used to 
discredit and destroy threats to professional hegemony. The feminist 
political goal of creating a more just society for women and other 
powerless groups is similarly seen as a direct challenge to the stance 
of the university as neutral and ‘above’ politics. 

This situation is especially true within the humanities for the ideo- 
logical reasons I discussed earlier. For the keepers of culture, in fact 
the most hegemonic and powerful of university researchers, it is most 
important to appear harmless, ‘above’ politics, and disconnected from 
everyday life. So a woman with explicit political goals in, say, philo- 
sophy, literature, or the classics, is more quickly labelled an outsider 
and ‘unprofessional’ than her counterpart in the /ess culturally power- 
ful (and hence less mystified) fields of policy-oriented social science. 
Personal idiosyncrasy (‘she’s a crazy radical’), doctrinal deviance (‘this 
work is political, not historical’), are more quickly labelled and punished. 
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There are two possible responses to such a situation, and women 
scholars have experimented with both. The first can be called accom- 
modationist. It consists of trying to make research on women look 
as much like ‘real’ research as possible, emphasizing its scholarly com- 
plexity and distance from everyday life, of trying to make women 
scholars behave as much as possible like their male colleagues, imitat- 
ing the individualism, devotion to hierarchical relations, and dispas- 
sionate style of the research institution’s superstars, and of de-empha- 
sizing the teaching of undergraduates, concluding that classes and 
students are to feminist scholars what they are to traditional men: an 
impediment to the real work of research. It would be a lie to say that 
there are no women scholars who have adopted this model, and it 
would be equally untrue to argue that it holds no rewards for those 
who master its precepts, But it is not feminist. The accommodationist 
style, like the early compensatory studies of women, does nothing 
to change the rules of the game, nothing to make scholarly work 
more open to diversity and human liberation, and certainly nothing 
to make the humanities more humanistic. 

Most feminist scholars early rejected the reconstruction of their 
professional lives to fit the male-dominated model, refusing to make 
themselves over in a male image. From their position at the bottom 
of the social hierarchy, they had seen too clearly what such a society 
does to its victims, and from their socialization outside the male models 
of individualism and competiveness, they brought to their work in the 
university a counter-example of cooperativeness, collective effort, and 
sisterhood. Most important, they correctly perceived the ‘neutral’ ideo- 
logy of the university for what it is, a disguise for active support of the 
social status quo. 

In the past decade, therefore, feminist scholars have mounted an 
open instituuonal challenge to ordinary life within the university, 
demanding changes making it a better place for everyone. They see 
undergraduate education as a central part of their duties, share research 
efforts and results, resist authoritarianism in their own classrooms and 
programs, and generally try to resist the bureaucratization of intellectual 
life. Because they are outsiders, they feel strongly that the university 
should be open to a diversity of personal styles and priorities. And, 
most important, they understand that committed scholarship, research 
and teaching which tries to make an active difference in the world, is 
truly humanistic. 


Feminism: a last chance for the humanities?/87 


In the long run, the intellectual and institutional challenges of 
feminism to the ideals and structures of the university are two sides 
of the same coin. In each case, feminists discovered a world where 
women could not simply be added, like so many new recruits, to a 
game with permanent rules, The rules specifically excluded their 
particular experiences, accomplishments, and desires, so the rules 
had to be changed. Women must become a legitimate subject of scho- 
larly inquiry, but their inclusion into the humanities must broaden 
the base for other inclusions and expansions of its interests. Women 
insist on bringing their social commitments to teaching and other 
activities within the university, but that change must be part of a 
general reconceptualization of the university’s role in society. And 
the competitive and hierarchical bureaucracy of the university, sup- 
portive only of personal ambition rather than cooperative work and 
communal goals, must make way for a new way of living and work- 
ing in an academic community. In each of these cases, feminist scholar- 
ship may represent the beginning of a flowering of the humanities 
and a rehumanization of humanistic study. But to be truly revolu- 
tionary, those new ideas must permeate the whole life of the university. 
Women’s freedom must be won, but so also must human freedom. 


Notes 


1 This paper was presented at the National Women’s Studies Association 
Conference in Lawrence, Kansas, 1 June 1979. 


References 


Graham, Patricia A. (1978), ‘Expansion and Exclusion: A History of Women in 
Higher Education,’ Signs, vol. 3, no. 4, pp. 759-73. 


7 


How to do what we want to do: 
thoughts about 
feminist methodology’ 


Renate Duelli Klein 


1 The case for feminist methodology 


This paper is concerned with the fact that until very recently feminist 
methodology as a topic of its own had not been given much consider- 
ation. Books and articles on the development of feminist scholarship 
focus on its new content rather than on its methodology and although 
the need for feminist theory has been widely recognized feminist 
methodology does not as yet get nearly as much attention? 

No one doing research from a feminist perspective would deny 
that indeed the choice of the research topic — the ‘what’ to investigate 
— must come prior to the decision of ‘how’ to go about doing one’s 
research. In fact, as Mary Daly has said, the male ‘God Method’ has 
contributed to women’s oppression and we need to break his tyranny: 
‘Under patriarchy, Method has wiped out women’s questions so totally 
that even women have not been able to hear and formulate our own 
questions to meet our own experiences’ (1973, pp. 11-12). However, 
while I certainly would not want to invent an equally tyrannical ‘God- 
dess Method’ | think feminists need to be very clear about how we 
want our research to differ from patriarchal scholarship and to that end 
we have to think about how we are going to do what we want to do, 

In other words, after the initial excitement of how absolutely 
marvellous and ingemous our ideas for a research project are, whether 
we like it or not, the moment of the down-to-earth task of the con- 
ception of our research -- including the choice of a feminist methodo- 
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logy — will inevitably come. ‘Feminist’ for me implies assuming a 
perspective in which women’s experiences, ideas and needs (different 
and differing as they may be) are valid in their own right, and andro- 
centricity — man-as-the-norm — stops being the only recognized frame 
of reference for human beings. And by ‘methodology’ 1I mean both 
the overall conception of the research project — the doing of feminist — 
research — as well as the choice of appropriate techniques for this | 
process, including forms of presenting the research results, | use the | 
word ‘methodology’ (as well as ‘theory’) in the singular, but by no 
means do I wish to suggest we work towards the one and only ‘correct’ 
feminist methodology: clearly feminist methods can and must differ 
according to the specific circumstances of our research projects. 

It is my contention that to think about what a feminist methodo- 
logy is, or could be, is imperative for the doing of feminist research 
if we want to put our feminist theories into practice. For me, theory 
and methodology are closely interrelated in a dialectical relationship: ! 
a feminist methodology can help us to validate emerging feminist 
theory and indicate the need for modifications. The new theories then 
in turn are likely to pose demands that stimulate the generation of. 
new methods. In this way both the theory and methodology of feminist 
scholarship might avoid the fate of becoming static, rigid and dogmatic 
— and might help preventing Women’s Studies from becoming ‘just 
another academic discipline.’* If indeed feminist scholars want to be 
‘agents for change’ (Westkott, 1979a) rather than simply investigating 
women as a new topic, if we indeed want to work towards a future 
that, as Marcia Westkott (1979b) says ‘is not merely an extension of | 
the present but more significantly a qualitative transformation of the | 
present’ then I think we need to consider which methods are best 
suited to our quest for feminist knowledge in which women’s concerns 
are central and inspire our questions“ 


The wish to delve into an exploration of feminist methodology came 
during my research in 1979 on the attitudes of young women towards 
feminism, the women’s movement and Women’s Studies (Duelli Klein, 
1980, 1982) in which | struggled with the problem of finding an 
appropriate methodology to investigate my topic. This paper is the 
beginning of a theoretical discussion of what feminist methodology 
might be, rather than a detailed analysis of existing methods in the 
social and natural sciences and the humanities, and the reader should 
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not expect detailed ‘how-to-recipes’ for feminist methodology. On 
principle | do not separate disciplines because for me, the implemen- 
tation of feminist methodology is by definition a pursuit ‘beyond the 
disciplines’ and will, at its best, produce research that is ‘transdisci- 


plinary.’ 


2 Research ‘on’ women and the role of methodology 


I want to start with the provocative statement that I think a con- 
siderable amount of the so-called feminist scholarship of previous 
years has not contributed to women’s visibility in a feminist frame 
of reference but instead continued to perpetuate the dominant andro- 
centric one, Thus it is research ‘on’ women rather than research ‘for’ 
women. I define research for women as research that tries to take 
women’s needs, interests and experiences into account and aims at 
being instrumental in improving women’s lives in one way or another. 
Research ‘on’ women, in my view, often is conducted without care- 
ful examination of the suitability of the methods used for feminist 
scholarship and the researchers do not state why they chose a parti- 
cular method and what problems occurred during the research project. 
In other cases, even if the theoretical section of a research project 
reflects feminist views, the practical part may use methods ranging 
from uncritical to blatantly sexist. To say this is not necessarily to 
blame the researcher, as I will discuss later in this paper. 

Thus, although in the last decade women scholars have produced 
an enormous body of knowledge on women in sociology, psychology, 
history, etc., much of this research consists of duplicating traditional 
research: knowledge about women was added to the knowledge about 
men. However, we should be aware that by choosing the ‘adding-on’ 
approach we assume that our environment emits the same signals for 
women and men, has the same bearing on women’s and men’s lives and 
that the answers it elicits in women are comparable to the answers it 
elicits in men, Such thinking represents an ‘equal-rights-philosophy’ 
which completely ignores the fact that not only was our past man- 
made, but that our present still is. Answers from and about women 
are evaluated against male standards. Such research perpetuates a 
view of women from an androcentric perspective. It also ignores the 
historical perspective, the fact that over millenia women and men 
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have internalized ‘feminine’ and ‘masculine’ molds (changing through 
periods and cultures) in which be is the norm and she is ‘the other’. 
Such research does not investigate women as people in our own right: 
it perpetuates ‘Men’s Studies’ (Spender, 1981). If we substitute male 
research objects with female research objects we have changed the 
‘object’ of the research, but not necessarily the philosophy of the | 
researcher who might still believe in her position as the distant ‘expert’ | 
who investigates a certain trait/disposition/variable out of ‘objective’ 
interest. Often this kind of research uses what has been called ‘context- 
stripping’ methods. As Mary Brown Parlee describes them: ‘Concepts, 
environments social interactions are all simplified by methods which 
lift them out of their context, stripping them of the very complexity 
that characterizes them in the real world’ (1979, p. 131). 

This kind of knowledge is produced for the sake of knowledge rather | 
than with the desire to put the knowledge into practice to induce 
changes. But, if what we want is research that will contribute to women’s 
liberation, we have to scrutinize our methods more carefully to see if 
they are in fact congruent with our feminist principles, Thus, the claim 
that research on women is conducted with a feminist perspective can 
be made only when the methods applied take women’s experiences into 
account. These experiences, of course, vary depending on cultural 
identification, ethnicity, social status, age, sexual preference, period of 
the research, etc. 

For example, an important factor that has been ignored so far in 
most research on women (and men) is the phenomenon of ‘faking.’ As 
Carole Beere describes it, faking is ‘to give socially desirable responses 
rather than honest attributes,’ and does happen consciously and uncon- 
sciously (1979, p. 385). It may well be that faking is necessary for the 
psychological survival of many women because, without faking, reality 
would seem unbearable. And indeed, who among us has never faked 
anything, either to ourselves or to others? Thus, whereas traditional 
research tries to eliminate faking by using ‘tricks’ when asking ques- 
tions, feminists should consider acknowledging and incorporating fak- 
ing into our research methods. The significance of faking may become 
very important for the concept of feminist research: by accepting and 
taking it seriously, we accept and take ourselves seriously $ 

Another problem that so far has not been given sufficient attention 
by feminist scholars is the need to become conscious about the inherent 
sexist (and of course racist, heterosexist, classist, ageist ...) biases in 
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the methods we use. It is interesting and encouraging to see that the 
myth of value-free objective science has started to crumble away, even 
in non-feminist circles. That is, among ‘progressive’ thinkers it has 
become almost fashionable to state one’s biases in the introduction 
to one’s research, to acknowledge the truism that the questions we 
ask determine the answers we get. However, equal consideration has 
not yet been given to inherent biases in the research methodology 
scholars use. For example, when measuring the attitudes of women 
in a selected research population with one of the various scales avail- 
able, we must ask how valuable the results can be. Margrit Eichler 
(1980) argues against the use of these masculinity/femininity scales 
because they ‘scientifically reinforce man-made sex role stereotypes 
about what appropriate “feminine” and “masculine” behavior is.’ 
In my view, Eichler speaks precisely to the point when she says: ‘The 
stereotype takes on a life of its own, becomes normative, and empiri- 
cal reality is measured and evaluated against this norm. Reality has 
been stood on its head’ (Ibid., p. 64)° 

This idea that ‘reality has been stood on its head’ applies to much 
of the research that has been done on women adhering to the use of 
androcentric methods, The conceptualization of research along the 
lines of differences is the ‘normal’ way for us to look at a problem: 
Western culture has socialized us to perceive the world in terms of 
incompatible differences, However, formulating research along the 
lines of differences, thinking in dichotomies — either/or, black/white, 
male/female — and ‘proving’ in what ways the average man differs 
from the average woman by emphasizing differences makes us over- 
look important similarities and does not account for the constant 
interactions that go on in reality. Such research again takes as the 
norm the androcentric view of the world in which the circumstances 
of women’s (and other oppressed groups’) lives are seen as aberrations 
from this norm: ‘deviant,’ ‘other,’ the exception. Furthermore, such 
research cannot tell us anything about the problems of individual 
persons investigated in the research project. However, to recognize 
an individual woman’s ‘personal’ problem as similar to many women’s 
‘personal’ problems — which renders the personal political — is one 
of the fundamental feminist principles. 

To repeat that | believe an important goal of all feminist scholarship 
should be to contribute to ending the oppression of women, 1 think 
that methods which are ‘context-stripping’, unconscious of inherent 
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masculinist biases, and which rely on sexist ‘feminine/masculine’ gender 
stereotypes are not suited for research on how women (and men!) in 
today’s society come into being, come into holding the views they 
hold, Clearly, such a process cannot be recognized, understood and 
worded by ‘simply’ compiling data and analyzing them. New methods 
have to be developed that go beyond the traditional ‘scientific’ methods 
where hypotheses are tested by isolating variables and investigating 
them separately in an additive, linear fashion. We should recognize that 
to keep variables artificially constant, or to choose which one is the 
dependent and which the independent variable, reflects our needs to 
categorize rather than trying to convey a holistic picture of the prob- 
lem researched. Not surprisingly, the research results may not be 
sausfactory because as they (often unconsciously) perpetuate andro- 
centric norms, they may not reflect women’s realities and thus will 
not be applicable to strategies for social change. They remain research 
‘on’ women. 

In the following I will briefly discuss a research project from Germany 
which I think is research ‘for’ women. As both its theory and methodo- 
logy are feminist it offers strategies for change through the research 
process itself as well as through the ‘results’ and 1 would like to point 
to some criteria which in my opinion we should consider when embark- 
ing on doing feminist research. 


3 An example of research ‘for’ women 


Maria Mies, a German social scienust, reports a research project of what 
she calls ‘action research as it was originally designed’ (1978).’ The 
newly emerging ‘Frauenforschung’ in Germany — not yet organized as 
separate Women’s Studies programs and research institutes at universi- 
ties but rather existing within traditional departments or outside 
academia — has rediscovered action research and adapted it to women’s 
needs. In Cologne in 1976 women active in the women’s movement, 
among them a group of sociologists, fought for a shelter for battered 
women and, together with the women who came for help, started a 
research project, Its aim was not only to document the women’s life- 
histories as individuals, but also to record a collective experience of 
women in our society which would lead to theories and strategies for 
change® By sharing their life-histories with each other, it was hoped 
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that the women would be relieved from guilt and a sense of personal 
failure (a classic example of a consciousness-raising process) and be 
motivated to work for change. The project seems to have been success- 
ful: not only did the women start finding the courage to change their 
own situation, but they also began to recognize connections between 
their life and the lives of the researchers. These researchers may not 
have been battered in the same way, but, by living as women in this 
society, they had experienced comparable forms of humiliation, 

Research methods included taping interviews, conversations and 
discussions between the participants, listening to them in groups of 
various sizes, having all of the participants (researchers and researched) 
describe their impressions of the ongoing process; translating life 
experiences into role-playing; and developing strategies for the months 
to come. These strategies ranged from projects for their personal lives, 
to the history of the whole research project and political actions includ- 
ing the publications of their life-histories to help other battered women 
anc to alert the public. Thus the outcome of this investigation of a 
group of battered women went beyond a mere ‘academic’ report on 
the ‘conditions of battered women’ to be shelved and put aside but 
came up with suggestions for changes in the lives of these and other 
battered women. 

The methods demanded conscious subjectivity (not to be confused 
with uncritical acceptance of a person's statements), which replaced the 
‘value-free objectivity’ of traditional research. The subjective experience 
of each of the participating women was validated and acknowledged. 
Thus, the battered women were not looked upon as research ‘objects’ 
but as sisters, as mirrors of selves, as ‘subjects’? They in turn, as Mies 
states, lost their initial skepticism and fear that the ‘scientists’ might 
exploit them and their histories. This growing feeling of confidence 
established a fruitful sense of interrelatedness among all participants 
and was a learning experience for all of them. It was this method of 
the collective perception of their situation that lead to the formulation 
of theories and to acuon. 

Marcia Westkott (1979a) defines such a dialectical relationship 
between the subject and object of research as mtersubjectivity, When- 
ever possible, feminist methodology should allow for such intersub- 
jecuvity; this will permit the researcher constantly to compare her 
work with her own experiences as a woman and a scientist and to share 
it with the researched, who then will add their opinions to the research, 
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which in turn might again change it! 


A methodology that allows for women studying women in an inter- 
active process without the artificial object/subject split between re- 
searcher and researched (which is by definition inherent in any approach 
to knowledge that praises its ‘neutrality’ and ‘objectivity’) will end the 
exploitation of women as research objects. It thus transforms a psycho- 
logy/sociology/biology OF women to a psychology/sociology/biology 
FOR women. Women are at the center of the study and they are neither 
compared to nor measured against normative (male) standards, What 
counts are our own experiences, The theory and practice of a woman’s 
experience is not split. 

Another important aspect of feminist research is the obligation to 
try to maintain honesty between researcher and researched!’ In the 
German project, it was precisely this commitment to honesty which 
led at first to problems, but then resulted in a new understanding of 
methodology. In some instances, the battered women obviously were 
not telling the truth about their past; such ‘errors’ were discovered 
when children made statements differing from those of their mothers. 
After the initial confusion and frustration over this discovery, the 
researchers realized that they should not dismiss their method of 
openness and honesty, but, on the contrary, that they should acknowl- 
edge the obvious need of these women to ‘fake’ as an important part 
of their strategy to survive. As Mies comments ‘we then realized that 
the truth of a person cannot be asked for, is not stauc, but grows and 
develops during the course of a life time’ (1978, p. 61). 

It seems to me that this ‘complication’ — having to deal with ‘rela- 


tive’ truths rather than with Truths with a capital ‘T’ — illustrates. 


perfectly how exciting and far-reaching a new methodology is that 
dares to open up questions where the answers might have to be recorded 
in an interactive rather than a linear way. What we have to do, then, in 
order to perceive what is happening, is to Open ourselves up to using 
such resources as intuition, emotions and feelings both in ourselves and 
in those we want to investigate, In combination with our intellectual 
capacities for analyzing and interpreting our observations, this open ad- 
mission of the interaction of facts and feelings might produce a kind of 
scholarship that encompasses the complexity of reality better than the 
usual fragmented approach to knowledge. Hopefully such an approach 
will help us free ourselves from paralyzing stereotypes, which freedom is 
imperative if the move towards a liberated future is to be successful. 


-r 
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However, although | consider feminist action research to be a very 
useful method, it is evident that in many instances it clearly will not 
be applicable. Not every research topic is suited to action research 
methods. And even if we opt for it in theory, circumstances in the 
lives of those involved in a research project can make it impossible to 
work closely with each other. Thus, feminists must be flexible enough 
to adapt their methods to the needs of each individual research situ- 
ation. I think that this ability to be flexible should be seen as one of 
our powers to bring about change: feminist research is not (and hope- 
fully never will be) trapped in a set of rigidly fixed rules the way much 
of traditional research is. We should be free to combine whatever parts 
of whatever methods we think are promising for our research goals. 

But unfortunately, as we know, research which admits to working 
for change (and thus to being ‘political’), which demands conscious 
subjectivity and which acknowledges (women’s) feelings, emotions and 
intuition is not taken seriously in academic circles and many a feminist 
scholar has her tale to tell about her research being labelled ‘journalistic’ 
and ‘popular’ rather than ‘scholarly.’ 

Not being taken seriously may range from being ndiculed to being 
denied funds and tenure. In all cases, however, it does not provide us 
with the support necessary to do our work. The pressures to produce 
academically ‘sound’ work lead committed feminists into a schizoid 
situation: on the one hand, we develop our ‘revolutionary’ theones, 
but when it comes to doing our research, we have to use traditional 
‘scientific’ methods to make our work acceptable. Our discontent with 
the final ‘product’ (which might then even be accused by the feminist 
community of being non-feminist) may be responsible for our deci- 
sion to leave academia — or to conform to the existing demands and 
‘do’ our feminism in our spare time. Put differently, I believe that the 
pressure to use recognized methods is one of the reasons a lot of 
feminist research remains research ‘on’ women and also accounts for 
the fact that up to now litte work has been done on the topic of 
feminist methodology per se, 


To be realisuc, we must admit that today’s feminist scholarship, other 
than within the circles of the convinced, has no considerable impact on 
academia at large. Mary Brown Parlee, a feminist psychologist, says in a 
review essay on psychology and women: 
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Nowhere is it possible to find evidence suggesting that the scientific 
importance of a feminist perspective is recognized by those in the 
mainstream .... Women psychologists work creatively to adapt 
existing developmental theories to accommodate reality, while male 
psychologists continue to study men in the usual way . . . The 
evidence is fairly compelling that the feminist perspective is actively 
excluded from the mainstream: feminist research continues to be 
seen as falling between the cracks of topic areas covered by major 
journals, departments do not perceive the need to include the 
psychology of women in their graduate programs, research on 
women and publications in journals that will publish it do not 
‘count’ in tenure evaluations (1979, p. 129). 


And Gloria Bowles (this volume) confirms this bleak picture of the 
ongoing exclusion of feminist scholarship for the domain of ‘main- 
stream’ — which is of course ‘malestream’ — Literary Criticism. 

The refusal to acknowledge feminist research is not surprising for 
it confirms-precisely what feminists are up against: androcentrism in 
its purest form. However, if feminists want to have our say in the 
generation and distribution of knowledge, what strategies should we 
use to be able to do what we want to do? Put differently: how do we 
get in power inside academia? 


4 Towards paradigms for feminist research in theory and 
practice 


In search of strategies that will bring feminists into positions of power? 
inside academia, Thomas Kuhn comes to mind, Kuhn (1962) has 
become world famous with his model for change and his theory might 
shed some light on why feminist scholars have not yet become power- 
ful and strong in academia so far!* He disputes the notion of gradual 
change and posits that established paradigms will be overthrown only 
with the triumph of new paradigms, which profoundly alter the nature 
of the scientific process. If we find Kuhn’s theory convincing we 
might argue that in order to gain power and be taken seriously, Women’s 
Studies needs to claim that we have paradigms and make them visible! 
But what is a paradigm? Margaret Masterman (1970) has pointed out 
that Kuhn himself used paradigm in at least twenty-one different ways 
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of which ‘a source of tools’, ‘a new way of seeing’ and ‘something 
which defines a broad sweep of reality’ might come closest to our 
own definitions of feminist scholarship because they affirm one of 
the principles of feminism: to remain flexible and open for change. 

Possibly, then, in describing how we are doing what we are doing, 
we might discover that in many instances we are already in a para- 
digm state — or at least close to entering it. After all, is not feminism 
in itself a crucial paradigm shift? Naming our paradigms could be 
empowering: both for ourselves and in order to gain legitimacy. Look- 
ing ‘forward’ and inventing, creating, changing, adapting and improv- 
ing existing research methodologies will make us far more visible 
than working ‘backwards’: justifying our work to those who do not 
want to hear what we are doing, why we are doing it and how it differs 
from their approaches. Since our time and energy are limited why not 
use our feminist intellect* to work towards our own paradigms instead 
of changing theirs? Which elements of patriarchal scholarship can we 
use to build feminist paradigms — and thus Women’s Studies as an 
academic discipline — in our endeavour to practise feminism within 
the doing of our research? How can we change and enlarge them in 
order to suit our need not only to collect ‘facts and figures’ but also 
to research what Mary Brown Parlee calls the ‘unmeasurable’: ‘pheno- 
mena which cannot readily be abstracted, even conceptually, from 
the complex rich, and varied world of human experience — phenomena 
which clearly cannot be simulated in laboratory experiments’ (1979, 
p. 128)? How do we go about researching the process: the interaction, 
the mutual and inseparable dependency of facts and feelings, figures 
and intuition, the obvious and the hidden, doing and talking, behaviors 
and attitudes? What approaches satisfy our need for ‘intersubjectivity’ 
and are flexible enough to be adapted to varying research circum- 
stances? Which are not ‘context-stripping’? Which allow for the dis- 
closure of the self-perpetuating influences of an androcentric world, 
and can be translated into the range of women’s varying perceptions 
of people’s experiences? 


Thinking about how to put the further development of feminist meth- 
odology into practice I see various groups of women working together. 
One includes feminist scholars who have been trained in traditional 
disciplines but are working towards the new discipline Women’s Studies. 
They get acquainted with each other’s methods, discover similarities, 
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understand differences; in short they further a critical dialogue which 
might narrow the gap between them that was artificially created by 
our ‘disciplinary’ education. Certainly, our individual preferences will 
still vary, but the feminist working with battered women and the one 
working on poetry might move closer to each other. Jointly, they start 
developing concepts for ‘transdisciplinary’ research that suit their 
particular needs and interest. And in line with feminist thinking, 
the development of feminist paradigms should not be undertaken by 
individuals isolated within the ivory-tower system. Rather, new con- 
cepts should be created by closely interacting groups of women both 
inside and outside academia and — whenever possible — they should be 
tested in action-oriented research projects in order to translate our 
theories into practice. 

Another group working on methodology development could consist 
of faculty and students who explore the topic in courses on feminist 
methodology in Women’s Studies’* As today (in the US at least) it is 
possible, though difficult, to become a ‘genuine’ Women’s Studies 
person by entering college in this field and leaving the university with 
a PhD in Women’s Studies, these students need access to a methodo- 
logical training which in line with the very nature of feminist research 
goes beyond the limits of one traditional discipline. The critical inspec- 
tion of methods from the traditional disciplines and the translation of 
their useful parts into feminist methodology — including their appli- 
cation in a practical research project — would not only provide the 
students with highly useful skills but would help them to develop their 
identity as ‘Women’s Studies Persons.’ 


I believe that working for the advancement of our paradigms instead of 


trying to adjust our visions for doing research in order to make them — 
acceptable to those whose paradigms still triumph today, will ulti- | 


mately be more successful both in the outside world and within our 
own circles. Striving towards our own aims will make it possible for us 
to take ourselves and each other seriously: in developing ‘tools’ to do 
our work, we simultaneously provide ourselves with and create ‘woman- 
powered’ energy — we empower and (maybe) will get in power! 
However, while pursuing such methodology development, we have 
to be particularly careful about the following aspects of our work. 
First, we have to avoid what Gloria Bowles has called the danger of 
creating a ‘supermethodology.’ 1 think her point is well taken when she 
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warns feminists to be wary of methods that will become even more 
‘impenetrable’ than the methodologies they are built upon (p. 41, this 
volume). Feminist methodology should not consist of piling the meth- 
odology of five or six disciplines upon one another, Not only would we 
make our task harder than any one else is, we might even risk paralyz- 
ing our work because our methodology could become too complex to 
be applicable in practice. Also, we have to write and speak in plain and 
comprehensible language and avoid excesses of feminist esoteric jargon 
which would certainly be counter-productive to our aim of making our 
research accessible (and useful) to as many women as possible 16 

Second, I think we have to be patient and not expect too much too 
soon. We should allow ourselves time to experiment with our new 
approaches and we must accept failure as a constructive learning 
experience, Only by working with our new paradigms will we see their 
strengths and weaknesses. We should not be discouraged and frustrated 
if our emerging methodology does not work as well as we imagined it 
would. And because, ideally, our work is undertaken in groups, we 
should not underestimate the barriers that keep women from working 
with each other. It seems to me that we sometimes ask too much of 
each other, and our disappointment is enormous if our high expec- 
tations are not met. Most importantly we should be very clear about 
the fact that most of us who have gone through all those years of 
traditional education have a hard time shedding the layers of ‘indoctrin- 
ation’ of what is declared ‘good’ research and ‘up to standards’, Experi- 
menting with creative thinking and innovative methods is risky. And 
yet it seems to me we have to try. The way we build our future will 
influence its outcome. 

As Maria Mies points out (1978, p. 45), as feminist researchers we 
face the challenge that as women all of us have experienced male 
supremacy to some degree. But as members of a privileged group 
with access to education, we are in a position to work for change within 
academia. I agree with her that we should perceive this ‘double-con- 
sciousness’ of female academics as a methodological and political 
opportunity which gives us an edge over male scholars. In a time of 
financial cuts and threats to feminists inside and outside academia we 
must make ourselves visible and known to each other which in the 
context of this paper includes publishing ‘how’ we did our research 
and what problems we faced while doing it, 

All of us who work in Women's Studies are excited about the new 
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‘what’s’ and the new ‘why’s’ of our field. I suggest we get equally 
excited about the new ‘how’s’, Since without appropriate methodologies 
we cannot do what we want to do, we should acknowledge their impor- 
tance and concentrate on their development. They are here, partly 
distorted by past method-makers, partly hidden from us because we 
don’t know our own heritage, and partly suppressed within ourselves. 
But they are starting to emerge — not as easily as Athene emerged from 
Zeus’ head, because it is we who have to do the work and it is not only 
our heads that are involved but our whole beings. 


Notes 


1 Many people read the earlier draft of this paper and gave valuable sug- 
gestions and comments, I would particularly like to thank Gloria Bowles, 
Sandy Coyner, Maresi Nerad, Nina Nordgren, Sharon Garnica, Dorothy 
Brown, and Knsten Wenzel. And my special thanks go to Susan Chisholm 
who tried hard to translate my Swiss English into American English. 

2 Some exceptions are Marcia Westkott (1979a), Margrit Eichler (1980) 
and Shulamit Reinharz (1979), and of course the contributions by Du 
Bois, Mies, Epstein Jayaratne, Reinharz and Stanley and Wise in this 
volume. 

3 Fora definition of ‘academic’ from a feminist perspective, see Gloria 
Bowles’s and Sandy Coyner’s articles in this volume. 

4 Feminists are not the only group that proposes to work for change, Male 
thinkers, e.g., the members of the Frankfurt Schule and philosopher 
Paul Feyerabend, have been claiming to do this too. However, theirs is a 
wish to transform the society of ‘man’ without changing the paradigm 
that ‘man-s-the-norm.’ A feminist approach to knowledge, however, 
defines as an indispensable prerequisite women’s right to a place among 
those who create and transmit knowledge on our terms and meeting our 
needs. Such an approach, I think, makes feminist research distinctly 
different from research undertaken by so-called progressive male thinkers 
who continue to operate from within an androcentric frame of reference. 

5 lagree with Gloria Bowles who has criticized the term ‘faking,’ noting 
that it clearly blames the vicum and that we should exchange it for a 
less accusing word. 

6 Margrit Eichler extends her critique to the concept of androgeny because 
‘the androgeny score is derived from the masculinity and femininity 
scores’ (1980, p. 69) and continues, ‘In other words, the concept of andro- 
geny itself reinforces the notion that sex4inked traits do, in fact, exist’ 
(Ibid., p. 70). 

7 Action research (Aktionsforscbung) as defined by one of its founders 
(Kurt Lewin, 1978) consists of 
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11 


12 


comparatively investigating the conditions and the effects of various 
forms of social action and is research that will lead to action, At least 
for a certain period of time the researcher has to give up the distance 
to his or her research object and must assume a consciously interactive 
position with the research object [translation mine]. 


According to Maria Mies, during recent years male-dominated German 
scholarship has redirected action research and shifted its focus from social 
outreach in the community back to the university, She states that: ‘Action 
research thus has become acceptable to traditional scholarship but in its 
self-confinement to “value-free” dialogue without working for change, 
and its renunciation of supporting dialectical processes of change, it has 
almost totally lost its liberating impulse’ (1978, p. 43; translation mine). 
The English version of Maria Mies's paper is included in this volume; in 

the original publication of Theories of Women's Studies, it appeared in 
volume Il (1981), Women’s Studies Program, University of California, 
Berkeley. 

Sandy Coyner has pointed out to me that kings (and psychologists!), too, 
talk about ‘subjects.’ It should be clear from the rest of this paper that I 
use ‘subject’ in the grammatical sense of the term, i,c., putting researcher 
and researched on the same level as actors (whereas an ‘object’ would con- 
stitute something one acts upon). However, as ‘sub-ject’ has a dominant/ 
domineering connotation, we should look for a more egalitarian term and 
possibly might want to borrow the term ‘member’ from ethnomethodology, 
Again, others — men — have already worked with a perspective that credits 
the researched with their own experience. Paulo Freire’s (1970) approach, 
for instance, is based on people’s experiences and interactions with their 
environment. However, vis-a-vis women, the same critique holds as it does 
against other nonconformist male thinkers: Freire does not depart from 
taking androcentricity as the norm and consequently, feminists need to do 
the work for women that he did for men, 

This avowal to be frank and honest with each other contradicts the prac- 
tice of traditional social science where, under the pretext of eliciting 
‘objective, unbiased’ answers, it is still acceptable to name false reasons to 
the participants of a survey. 

Since I mention ‘power’ so frequently, | should make it clear that I do not 
wish feminists to have power to dominate others, but to use it collectively 
for ending the oppression of women. This is Florence Howe's definition of 
power (1975). Whether to have power within academia is at all desirable 
would be the topic of another paper. Feminist academics, it is argued, 
cannot but become co-opted and/or lose our energy for social change 
and/or be for sure kicked out in those rare cases where we do stay radical: 
we simply cannot, it is said, remain revolutionaries within the confines of 
present academia (see, for example, Freeman, 1979). I obviously haven’t 
given up hope (yet) that some of us can . . , moreover, I think that aca- 
demia’s impact on society is far too important (and too dangerous) to be 
left to those perpetuating Men’s Studies from their androcentric perspective. 
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13 Foran in-depth discussion of Kuhn and the implications of his theory for 
Women's Studies, see Sandy Coyner’s article, this volume, whose demand 
for autonomous Women’s Studies reflects my own ideas, 

14 Iam indebted to Karen Davis for this term which I heard for the first time 
from her in our class, ‘Theories of Women’s Studies,’ UC Berkeley, Fall 
1979.1 think it is a very special and promising one for feminist scholars, 

15 The Women’s Studies Program at UC Berkeley offers a course on feminist 
methodology in the humanities and a course on feminist social science 
methods, Together with a class on ‘Theories of Women’s Studies,’ such 
methodology courses should form the core of ‘discipline-structuring’ 
courses in Women’s Studies, I think they should be mandatory for anyone 
who aspires to be a feminist scholar. 

16 Many thanks to Dale Spender and Jane Cholmeley for stimulating and 
challenging discussions on this subject. 
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Passionate scholarship: notes on 
values, Knowing and method in 
feminist social science’ 


Barbara Du Bois 


Science is not ‘value-free’; it cannot be. Science is made by scientists, 
and both we and our science-making are shaped by our culture. Science 
moves within culture, and only slowly expands the limits of its own 
vision. Social scientists are certainly no more able than others to pursue 
inquiry free of the assumptions and values of their own societies. In 
fact, the closer our subject matter to our own life and experience, the 
more we can probably expect our own beliefs about the world to enter 
into and shape our work — to influence the very questions we pose, our 
conception of how to approach those questions, and the interpretations 
we generate from our findings. 

Our models of inquiry, of science-making, are also models of reality: 
they reflect how we conceptualize what is, what is to be known, and 
how it is to be known. The beliefs we hold about the nature of reality 
and of human beings are ways in which we organize and make meaning 
out of experience and information; beliefs, too, are ways of knowing. 
This history of science is a long history of organizing information, 
observation and experience. And that history contains many instances 
of so-called ‘scientific’ fact or knowledge being proven later to have 
been little more than the dominant beliefs of the culture itself? 

Science and the science-making tend to serve and reinforce dominant 
social values and conceptions of reality — as much as and often more 
than they serve to challenge them; the history of social science theory 
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on women is a history of this phenomenon. And the science-making 
that is in fact based on different values than those prevailing in the 
culture at a given time, and thus attempts to discover, explore and 
explain different realities, tends to be ignored — or attacked as ‘unsci- 
entific.’ This judgment can frequently be understood for what it really 
is: not in fact a judgment about science, but a charge of heresy. 


I] 


The ‘power’ of an equation, formula or theory lies in its ability to 
explain, to account fully for the phenomenon being studied. In this 
sense, the power of social science theory about women has been and 
is still very low indeed. As psychologist Naomi Weisstein (1971) bluntly 
put it several years ago, psychology has very little to tell us about what 
women are really like. And that’s many years after Freud said his last 
words on the subject — which were, essentially, that femininity was 
still a ‘riddle’, and that we’d probably do best to turn to the poets for 
the answers!* (And I don’t think he meant women poets — although 
they undoubtedly do have more to tell us about women than tradi- 
tional psychology and social science have had.) 

We have yet no psychology of women, no sociology of women, no 
anthropology of women, no real history of women, no thorough and 
coherent social science theory about women. Through feminist scholar- 
ship we are now beginning to learn about women and women’s lives in 
all these areas“ But in all these fields of social science — and in at least 
some of the humanities — art history is a striking example — what we 
have had up to now is theory that purports to speak of human beings, 
of people — but theory that is in fact grounded in, derived from, based 
on and reinforcing of the experience, perceptions and beliefs of men. 
The male perspective throughout all our modern disciplines is over- 
riding, and, until very recently, with the beginnings of feminist scholar- 
ship, unquestioned, axiomatic, Even when it has been women who have 
been studied (and in psychology, at least, unlike some of the social 
sciences, women have been very much studied!), the perspective and 
the modes of study have remained masculine, those of the dominant 
culture — with all its myths and beliefs and prescriptions about who 
women are, who and what women should be; and with all its apparent 
inability or unwillingness to listen to women say what we really experi- 
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ence, what we really see, who we really are. 

The androcentric or phallocentric fallacy about women in virtually 
all of social science has been this: The ‘person’ has been considered 
to be male, and the female, the woman, has been defined in terms, 
not of what she is, but of what she is not. Woman has been defined as 
‘not-a-man.’ And things female have tended to be seen — in sociology, 
anthropology, history, as well as in psychology — as anomalies, devia- 
tions from the male norm and ideal of the ‘person’ (viz. our language, 
with all of humanity subsumed under the pronoun ‘he’), 

The questions a science poses, though they strive toward the un- 
known, must always refer to, be based in, the known. When distorted 
conceptions of reality are the ground of science, distorted perceptions 
of reality will be the fruits of science. The androcentric perspective 
in social science has rendered women not only unknown, but virtually 
unknowable. 


HMI 


I emphasize that this has to do not only with the substance of parti- 
cular theories, but with the very conventions of science-making. It has 
to do with what is considered worthy of study, worth knowing, and 
what is not, and with how it is studied, how it is known. 

For all that we may talk about ‘a’ scientific method (and by this 
is most often meant the experimental method that obtains in some of 
the physical sciences), there are in fact a number of methods and 
several different phases of science-making — and methods differ, or 
should, according to the question at issue, the development of knowl- 
edge in that area, and the phase of science-making involved. 

The different phases of science-making involve the posing of the 
problem or question, then observation, naming, description, expla- 
nation, and eventually, in some fields, prediction and control of the 
phenomena under study (though | am convinced that we leave the 
domain of science altogether when we start talking about ‘control’ of 
human beings). These ‘phases’ are of course not strictly linear in rela- 
tionship, but rather circular, interactive, and reflexive. They constitute 
a process. To some extent (especially in qualitative research) they can 
and do proceed together: The values and epistemology of the researcher 
inform each phase of the process, and, contrary to general ideas of 
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strict scientific neutrality, the process of science-making in fact involves 
interpretation, theory-making, and thus values, in each of its phases. 
‘Naming’ is probably the first order of interpretation in science — the 
naming of the question, the naming of one’s observations, and so on 
— and naming, the capacity to name what we see, is, as a matter of 
language, inherently expressive of culture. 

In science as in society, the power of naming is at least two-fold: 
naming defines the quality and value of that which is named — and it 
also denies reality and value to that which is never named, never uttered. 
That which has no name, that for which we have no words or concepts, 
is rendered mute and invisible: powerless to inform or transform our 
consciousness of our experience, our understanding, our vision; power- 
less to claim its own existence. 

This has been the situation of women in our world. And this silence, 
this invisibility, has been confirmed and perpetuated by the ways in 
which social science has looked at — and not seen — women. But in 
this silence and invisibility is to be found the reality of women, of our 
lives, our experience, our vision — and the potential for new under- 
standings and constructions of ourselves and our world, To address 
women’s lives and experience in their own terms, to create theory 
grounded in the actual experience and language of women, is the 
central agenda for feminist social science and scholarship. 

For this endeavor we need, we require, woman-centered scholarship. 
The goal, of course, in all the fields of science, is ulnmately to be able 
to see, describe and understand the world and human experience in 
universal terms. But what has so far been called ‘universal’ in vision 
and knowledge has in fact been male science and scholarship — and the 
knowledge it has produced is senously, fundamentally flawed for that 
very reason® Any ‘universal’ understanding of human beings and human 
society that leaves women out and, when it brings us in, renders us 
unknowable even to ourselves, is not only inaccurate but mystifying, 
damaging. Science and scholarship that make visible the experience of 
women, and that ‘reinterpret knowledge in terms of that experience,’ 
is, as Adrienne Rich says, ‘the most important task of thinking’ (1977a, 
p. Xxiii). 

Yet, even changing the focus of inquiry and study to women is not 
likely to reveal us to ourselves any more clearly if we are using the 
same old lenses to look through? The agenda and the conventions 
of our science-making are as important a focus for our scrutiny and 
creativity as is the actual substance of our inquiry 
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IV 


What I’d like to be able to do now, of course, would be to propose 
some radical new method for feminist social science. But I do not in 
fact hold that there is or ought to be a distinctively feminist scientific 
method. I do believe that feminism empowers and requires us to think 
very differently about the purposes and methods of social science than 
we have been able to do within the confines of hegemony of andro- 
centric science and worldview. What is generally considered scientific 
in social science inquiry reflects, expresses and therefore perpetuates 
patriarchal conceptions and values about the world in both purposes 
and methods. Thus feminist social science and scholarship offer the 
possibility of necessary, vital and vitalizing departures from the norms 
and functions, both scientific and political, of traditional social science. 

The persistent debate over the scientific value of qualitative versus 
quantitative methods in social science actually obscures some basic 
questions that need to be raised in conjunction with all inquiry. If the 
starting point in science-making is the posing of a meaningful problem 
or question, then what is scienufic in method is to address that ques- 
tion in the manner and terms most consonant with its substance, and 
most likely to lead to relevant ‘answers.’ The first criterion involves 
philosophical and epistemological issues, the second primarily methodo- 
logical considerations. Further, at different stages in the development 
of knowledge in a given area, the purposes of inquiry — and therefore 
its methods — will properly differ. At one point tt will be necessary 
and appropriate to identify and describe phenomena, then to generate 
concepts, propositions, hypotheses; at another stage, to refine these, 
test them, relate them to findings in different areas, and so on. What 
is scientific at one stage will not necessarily be so at another. 

I see feminist social science and scholarship as being at the earliest 
stages of its science-making in all areas, and particularly about women. 
Across all the disciplines of social science and many of the humanities, 
feminist scholars are engaged in almost an archaeological endeavor — 
that of discovering and uncovering the actual facts of women’s lives 
and experience, facts that have been hidden, inaccessible, suppressed, 
distorted, misunderstood, ignored. This is the early work of observa- 
tion, naming and description that prepares the ground for theory- 
making. And in this early work we must first, quite literally, learn to 
see, To see what is there; not what we’ve been taught is there, not even 
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what we might wish to find, but what is. We literally cannot see women 
through traditional science and theory? Learning to do so is no simple 
task; it is not simple even for feminists. The distorting perceptual and 
conceptual lenses of patriarchy are the lenses we have all been taught to 
look through; removing them is slow, sometimes painful and frightening 
as it Opens our eyes to reality-without-explanation; and it is often 
startling. It is also a communal, not an individual, task)° As each one of 
us removes those lenses and is able to say what she sees, the world 
opens up for all of us: things can begin to make sense. And our descrip- 
tion of what we see needs to be careful, detailed, rigorous. It is here 
that we make visible the realities of our experience, here that we begin 
to elucidate the inherent patterns of significance that can lead to the 
making of truly grounded theory about women.” 

We are also at the stage where our work needs to be conceptually 
oriented, directed to the generation of concepts. The languages and 
theories we have to work with still lack the very concepts by which the 
experience and reality of women’s lives can be named, described and 
understood. Our work needs to generate words, concepts, that refer 
to, that spring from, that are firmly and richly grounded in the actual 
experiencing of women, And this demands methods of inquiry that 
open up our seeing and our thinking, our conceptual frameworks, to 
new perceptions that actually derive from women’s experience. 

We must also make our processes accessible to each other — our 
work processes, our decision-making processes, our analytic processes 
— so we can learn from and with each other; so we don’t mystify _. d 
thus ngidify our science-making; and so we can provide each other 
conunually with validation and encouragement and support for explor- 
ing the different cosmos of value and reality which our individual and 
shared intuitions and cognitions suggest. 

In learning to see, name and describe the experience and realities of 
women, we learn to see and conceptualize complexly, contextually. 
We must become not only accepting of but eager for the increasing 
complexity that we discover as we look at ourselves and our world}? 
To be open to this complexity and to see things in context means to 
move out of the realms of discourse and logic that rely on linear and 
hierarchical conceptions of reality, on dualistic models of human 
nature and intercourse, on dichotomous modes of thought, discourse 
and analysis. 

Dichotomy, duality, linearity, fixity: these are not the properties 
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of nature nor of human life and experiencing. They are the properties 
of a learned mode of thought, a way of seeing and knowing that casts 


reality into rigid, oppositional and hierarchical categories. This model | 


of reality has shaped our conceptions of the world and of science. 
Scientific method is not exclusively or even primarily the method ot 
the erector set or the method of taking things apart and putting them 
back together in order to understand them! Our scientific methods, 
as women, as feminists, require seeing things as they are: whole, entire, 
complex. Our work requires that we see things in context, that we 
understand and explain our eventful, complex reality within and as a 
part of its matrix, It is only within its matrix that experience, reality, 
can be known, 
And this matrix includes the knower. 


V 


Traditional Western science states that the observer and the observed, 
the knower and the known, are separate, that the one must not ‘con- 
taminate’ the other if true objectivity is to be attained, Feminist scholar- 
ship reveals a different animating assumpton: that the knower and the 
known are of the same universe, that they are not separable 1’ 

In its conceptions of science and knowing, our society has embraced 
and reified the values of objective knowledge, expertise, neutrality, 
separateness, and opposed them to the values of subjective knowledge, 
understanding, art, communion, craft and experience. The science that 
works on the basis of these dichotomies supports oppositional and 
hierarchical notions of the ‘natural order’ and at the same time makes 
the statement that it is value-free science, To polarize the subjective 
and the objective falsifies experience and reality, and the possibility 
of knowing them. Objectivity and subjectivity are modes of knowing, 
analysis, interpretation, understanding. They are not independent of 
each other, and should not be. 

As women, we inhabit our world with a ‘double consciousness.’ $ 
We are in and of our society but in important ways also not ‘of’ it, 
We see and think in the terms of our culture; we have been trained 
in these terms, shaped to them; they have determined not only the 
ways in which we have been able to perceive and understand large 
events, but even the ways in which we have been able to perceive, 
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structure and understand our most intimate experiencing. Yet we have 
always another consciousness, another potential language within us, 
available to us. We are aware, however inchoately, of the reality of 
our own perceptions and experience; we are aware that this reality has 
often been not only unnamed but unnameable; we understand that our 
invisibility and silence hold the germs of both madness and power, of 
both dissolution and creation .... 

We are observer and observed, subject and object, knower and 
known. When we take away the lenses of androcentrism and patriarchy, 
what we have left is our own eyes, ourselves, and each other. We are 
the instruments of observation and understanding; we are the namers, 
the interpreters of our lives. To try to work without this instrument 
and this language is to do nothing other than what most of science has 
tried to do: pretend to leave the self'® and the valuing process out of 
science-making, and thus perpetuate the image of science as the objec- 
tive observer of fixed reality, the neutral seeker after an external and 
objectifiable truth. 

Traditional science reacts to and builds on a consensual construction 
of reality; that construction of reality is seen as given, real, graspable. 
It is to be known, from the outside, objectively, neutrally, imperson- 
ally. Feminism withdraws consent from the patriarchal construction 
of reality. We do not accept it as given, inevitable, or real. Thus feminist 
science-making withdraws consent from given constructions of what is 
to be known and how. We reject the dichotomies between science and 
the maker of science, between observation and experience; we reject 
the idea that the task of science is to examine a given, fixed reality of 
which we are observers, not participants!’ The challenge for feminist 
science will be to see, name, describe and explain without recreating 
these dichotomies, without falling into the old pattern of objectifying 
experience, processual reality, by withdrawing from it and ourselves 
to a position of assumed neutrality! Our science-making, rooted in, 
animated by and expressive of our values, empowered by community, 
is passionate scholarship: necessary heresy, 

There is no question that feminist scientists and scholars will con- 
tinue to be charged with bias, advocacy, subjectivity, ideologizing, and 
so on, We can expect this; we can even welcome it. If our work is not 
in some way threatening to the established order, we’re on the wrong 
track’? 

But it is harder when we question ourselves about our own honesty, 
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responsibility and sanity in our work. I'd be surprised if there is anyone 
who is doing feminist scholarship who hasn’t at some point wondered 
whether she were being honest and ‘objective’ in her work, whether 
she weren't perhaps ‘making it all up,’ whether she were being mani- 
pulative or biased in her design, her reporting, her interpretations. | 
know my own work and thinking have been fraught with these ques- 
tions, and will continue to be, They are natural; they express the fertile 
conflict between the ways we've been taught to see, know and judge 
reality, and the beginnings of a different cosmos of values about what 
reality is and how it can be known. Our doubts and uncertainties are 
not only natural, they are even desirable. They keep us honest, for 
one thing — by obliging us continually to question our purposes, our 
motives, our values, our integrity, our scholarship, And they make for 
better science, in fact — for what | call the ‘fertile conflict’ our uncer- 
tainties express holds the beginnings of the synthesis of subjectivity 
and objectivity that is the source of intellectual power and responsi- 
bility — and truth. 

Those who have most vividly illumined our vision of the world, 
whether in the natural sciences, the social sciences, the humanities or 
the arts, understand the meaning of what Michael Polanyi (1958) calls 
‘personal knowledge,’ the relationship of the knower to the known, 
the ‘passionate participation of the knower in the act of knowing.’ 
Passionate scholarship in no way means mushiness or a focus on our 
own navels; it demands rigor, precision and responsibility in the highest 
degree. And it makes possible a common endeavor of science-making 
that can actually engage the conjunctions among values, purposes, 
methods and modes of knowing — that can begin to integrate subjec- 
tivity with objectivity, substance with process, passion with responsi- 
bility, and the knower with the known. 

May 1979 


Notes 


1 This paper was presented at the First National Convention of the National 
Women’s Studies Association, in the panel on ‘Feminist Research and 
Traditional Methodology,’ 1 June 1979, Lawrence, Kansas. An earlier 
version was presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Association 
for the Advancement of Science, January 1979. 

2 See, for example, Williams (1977) who describes some of the myths by 


114/Passionate scholarship 


wa 


15 


16 


which men have characterized women. 

See Freud (1933), especially pp. 116 and 135. 

Among many others: in psychology, Miller (1973, 1976) and Williams 
(1977); in sociology, Millman and Kanter (1975) and Safalios-Rothschild 
(1972); in anthropology, Reiter (1975); in history, Lerner (1971, 1972, 
1977a); in art and art history, Harris and Nochlin (1976), Chicago (1977) 
and Lippard (1976); in literature Moers (1977) and Donovan (1975). 

See Glaser and Strauss (1970). 

The need for woman-centered science is noted by a number of feminist 
scholars. See Lerner (1977b), Miller (1973) and Reiter (1975). 

See Carlson (1972). 

For further thoughts on ‘Feminist method’ in the social sciences, see 

Du Bois (1976), especially Chapters Il and V in which 1 propose ‘educative’ 
method as an approach to research with and about women, and as a way 
of developing grounded theory about women, 

I thank Leigh Star for helping me ‘see’ this point, 

Adrienne Rich (1977a), speaks of the importance of community in femin- 
ist work and scholarship; 


if, in trying to join the common world of men, the professions molded 
by a primarily masculine consciousness, we split ourselves off from the 
common life of women and deny our female heritage and idenuty in our 
work, we lose touch with our real powers and with the essential condi- 
tion for all truly realized work: community (p. xviii). 


And Miller (1973) notes that the 


community of women... advances and fosters both attempts at knowl- 
edge and a personal conviction about the content and methods of get- 
ting at knowledge. It creates a new sense of connection between knowl- 
edge, work and personal life (p. 136). 


For more on grounded theory, see Glaser and Strauss in Filstead (1970), 
‘There is no “the truth,” “a truth” — truth is not one thing, or even a 
system. It is an increasing complexity’, Rich (1977b). 

For further discussion of ‘agentc' and ‘phallocentric’ styles in the con- 
ceptions of research, see Carlson (1972) and Helson (1972), 

This understanding animates advanced experimental and theoretical work 
in contemporary physics, too, of course — as it has, for thousands of 
years, the thought and experience of the mystics, eastern and western. See, 
for example, Zukav (1979) and Capra (1975). 

For discussion of Du Bois’s concept of ‘double consciousness’ in relation 
to women scholars and their work, see Rohrlich-Leavitt, Sykes and Weath- 
erford (1975). 

Warren’s comments on the self of the research in the research process are 
worth noting, See Warren (1977). 
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17 Refer to note 10, 

18 I thank Heather Wishik and Campbell Harvey for our lively and productive 
discussion of these aspects of feminist science. 

19 Ruth Bleier (1978) notes: 


No doubt, as feminist scholars reconstruct prehistory and history, as 
they offer their theories about biology and social behavior, they will 
continue to be accused of promoting their own bias. It is a pity that 
the sensitivity to bias comes so late (p. 162). 


And Howard Becker (1970) observes that it is in fact not possible to do 
research that is ‘uncontaminated by personal and political sympathies,’ 
and that in research with political implications ‘the accusation of bias 

in a fellow-researcher arises, in one important class of cases, when the 
research gives credence, in any serious way, to the perspective of the sub- 
ordinate group in some hierarchical relationship’ (pp. 15-17). Becker 
emphasizes that, ‘Our problem is to make sure that, whatever point of 
view we take, our research meets the standards of good scientific work, 
that our unavoidable syinpathies do not render our results invalid’ (p. 23). 
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Towards a methodology for 
feminist research 


Maria Mies 


New wine must not be poured into old bottles. 


I Introduction 


After more than a decade centered on mobilization, consciousness- 
raising and struggles on issues such as equal rights, abortion laws, rape 
and violence against women, the women’s movement is still gaining 
momentum, drawing more and more women into its vortex. This 
quantitative expansion, particularly in the rich capitalist countries, 
however, has also given rise to specific problems. There seems to be an 
ever-rising wave of rebellion against patriarchy and sexism, accompanied 
by expectations of women’s solidarity and emancipation. But this 
rebellion, these expectations, have not yet led to a clear understand- 
ing of the relationship between women’s exploitation and oppression 
(sexism), on the one hand, and the overall class exploitation and 
oppression of workers and peasants, Many women who have been in 
the movement since its beginnings feel increasingly worried about 
this lack of analysis and direction. One of the outcomes of this uneasi- 
ness is the recent emphasis on feminist research and theoretical work. 
In many universities in Europe and the USA feminist women have 
been able to set up centers for Women’s Studies. In a number of disci- 
plines women have formed feminist groups or associations, In West 
Germany, for example, feminist social scientists formed an association 


118/Towards a methodology for feminist research 


for ‘Feminist Theory and Practice in Social Sciences’, Similar associa- 
tions were started on other disciplines as well as on an inter-disciplinary 
base. During the summer vacations, so-called Women’s Summer Uni- 
versities in Berlin are being organized which attract thousands of 
women. This keen interest in the study of sexism and in women’s 
history, women’s anthropology, etc., and the endeavors to establish 
a feminist theory of society, has led to a spate of literature, books, 
journals, pamphlets on women’s issues. Not only are there many 
feminist publishing houses and bookshops exclusively run by women, 
but the general bookshops have discovered women as a new market 
and invariably reserve some shelves for women’s literature, This new 
theoretical interest, in itself an encouraging sign of the deepening of 
the movement, has thrown up a number of theoretical questions for 
which no ready-made answer is available in the existing system of 
academic work, The main problem that Women’s Studies face on all 
fronts is the male bias or androcentrism that prevails in practically all 
disciplines, in most theoretical work done through centuries of scienti- 
fic quest, This androcentnsm is manifested not only in the fact that 
universities and research institutions are sull largely male domains, 
but more subtly in the choice of areas of research, in research policies, 
theoretical concepts and particularly in research methodology. The 
inadequacy of predominant research methods was first painfully felt 
by feminist historians, who tried to reconstruct women’s history. 
Women’s contribution to history is hardly recorded in the history 
books. Within a framework of science that is based on written records 
only, this means that their contribution does not exist for as far as 
historical science goes, It is this experience which has given rise to 
the expression: the ‘hidden women’, The virtual exclusion of women, 
of their lives, work and struggles from the bulk of research can be 
adequately epitomized in Bertolt Brecht’s phrase: ‘One does not see 
those who are in the dark.’ When women now try to bring light into 
this darkness, they encounter specific methodological problems, because 
the prominent social science research methodology, i.e., mainly the 
quantitative survey method, is itself not free from androcentric bias, 
The present paper, therefore, tries to address itself to the methodologi- 
cal problems of feminist social scientists who want to study women’s 
issues. Its aim is to lay down some methodological guidelines, which 
may be further discussed and developed into a new methodological 
approach consistent with the political aims of the women’s movement: ! 
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It is the outcome of my experience as a social scientist and a participant 
in the women’s movement. 

Criticism of the dominant quantitative social science research 
methodology started earlier than the women’s movement. My first 
doubts about the scientific relevance and ethical justification of this 
methodology were raised when I was working as a teacher and re- 
searcher in a Third World country. Here I realized that the research 
situation as such, due to colonialism and neo-colonialism, was a situ- 
ation of clear dominance between research subject and research object, 
which tended to lead to distorted data? In the USA, however, criticism 
of the established social science research methodology came up in con- 
nection with the protest movement against American involvement in 
Latin America and Southeast Asia. Scholars like Horowitz (1976), Wolf 
and Jorgenson (1970), and Huizer (1973) raised their voices against this 
kind of research as a tactical tool in the ‘Counter-insurgency-and- 
containment-of-Communisin’ strategy of the USA. The emphasis of 
their criticism was on political and ethical questions. 

In West Germany, at about the same time (1967-72), the positivist 
and functionalist theory of society, propagated throughout the Anglo- 
Saxon world, and the quantitative analyucal research methodology 
were being attacked by the theoreticians of the Frankfurt school: 
Horkheimer, Adorno, Fromm, Habermas, et al., who evolved the 
critical theory of society from a dialectical and historical point of view. 
The focus of their criticism was the claim of value neutrality and the 
structural separation between theory and practice of positivism. They 
attacked the scientific irrelevance, the elitism and inherent class bias of 
this approach and tried to revive the emanicipatory potential which 
social theory had had in the eighteenth century, the beginning of the 
bourgeois epoch. The criticism of ‘Critical Theory,’ however, remained 
confined to the magic circle of academic institutions. It did not reach 
the working masses and thus reproduced the structural separation 
between theory and practice, characteristic of the capitalist mode of 
production. In the mid-1970s an effort was made to bridge this gap by 
the proponents of action research, first evolved by Lewin (1948). 

The thoughts which follow on a methodology for feminist research 
grew out of the debates on these three waves of criticism against 
positivism as the dominant social science theory and its accompanying 
methodology. Therefore, they will repeat many points which are 
already known. However, they are the outcome of my involvement in 
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the women’s movement and of my experience in action research 
projects. They are not to be understood as prescriptions to be followed 
dogmatically, but as an invitation for methodological experiment and 
innovation, The assumption underlying these guidelines is the follow- 
ing: there is a contradiction between the prevalent theories of soctal 
science and methodology and the political aims of the women’s move- 
ment, If Women’s Studies is to be made into an instrument of women’s 
liberation, we cannot uncritically use the positivist, quantitative re- 
search methodology. If Women's Studies uses these old methodologies, 
they will again be turned into an instrument of repression. New wine 
should not be poured into old bottles. 


THESIS: When women begin to change their situation of exploita- 
tion and oppression, then this change will have consequences for 
the research areas, theories, concepts and methodology of studies 
that focus on women’s issues. 


‘Women’s Studies’ means more than the fact that women have now 
been discovered as a ‘target group’ for research, or that an increasing 
number of women scholars and students are taking up women’s issues. 
If Women’s Studies is to contribute to the cause of women’s emanci- 
pation, then women in the academic field have to use their scholarship 
and knowledge towards this end. If they consciously do so they will 
realize that their own existence as women and scholars is a contradictory 
one. As women, they are affected by sexist oppression together with 
other women, and as scholars they share the privileges of the (male) 
academic elite. 

Out of this split existence grows a double consciousness which must 
be taken into account when we think about a new methodology. 
Women scholars have been told to look at their contradictory existence, 
i.e., at their subjective being as women as an obstacle and a handicap to 
‘pure’ and ‘objective’ research. Even while studying women’s questions 
they were advised to suppress their emotions, their subjective feelings 
of involvement and identification with other women in order to pro- 
duce ‘objective’ data. 

The methodological principle of a value-free, neutral, uninvolved 
approach, of an hierarchical, non-reciprocal relationship between 
research subject and research object — certainly the decisive methodo- 
logical postulate of positivist social science research — drives women 
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scholars into a schizophrenic situation. If they try to follow this postu- 
late, they have constantly to repress, negate or ignore their own experi- 
ence of sexist oppression and have to strive to live up to the so-called 
‘rational’ standards of a highly competitive, male-dominated academic 
world, 

Moreover, this methodological principle does not help us to explore 
those areas which, due to this androcentric bias, have so far remained 
‘invisible’. These include: women’s social history, women’s perception 
of their own situation, their own subordination and their own resist- 
ance, Women in the universities have also shown a tendency to ignore 
these areas out of motives of self-preservation. 

The contradictory existential and ideological condition of women 
scholars must become the starting point for a new methodological 
approach. The postulate of truth itself makes it necessary that those 
areas of the female existence which so far were repressed and socially 
‘invisible’ be brought into the full daylight of scientific analysis. In 
order to make this possible, feminist women must deliberately and 
courageously integrate their repressed, unconscious female subjectivity, 
1.e., their own experience of oppression and discrimination into the 
research process. This means that committed women social scientists 
must learn to understand their own ‘double consciousness’ as a meth- 
odological and political opportunity and not as an obstacle, Leavitt 
et al., wrote about this double consciousness which women have in 
common with other groups who have suffered from oppression: ‘Mem- 
bers of subordinated groups must, if they are to survive, develop to 
those who control them, at the same time as they are fully aware of 
the everyday reality of their oppression, a quality the superordinate 
groups lack’ (Leavitt, Sykes and Weatherford, 1975, p. 112). 

This extra quality consists mainly in the fact that women and 
other oppressed groups, out of their subjective experience, are better 
sensitized toward psychological mechanisms of dominance. As objects 
of oppression they are forced out of self-preservauon to know the 
mouves of their oppressors. At the same time they have experienced 
in their own psyche and bodies how oppression and exploitation feel 
to the victims, who must constantly respond to demands made on 
them. Due to this ‘inner view of the oppressed’ (Nash, 1974), women 
social scientists are better equipped than their male counterparts to 
make a comprehensive study of the exploited groups. Men often do not 
have this experiential knowledge, and therefore lack empathy, the 
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ability for identification and because of this they also lack social and 
sociological imagination. If women social scientists take their own 
subjective experience of sexist discrimination and their rebellion 
against it as a starting point and guiding principle for their research, 
they first become critically aware of a number of weaknesses of esta- 
blished research which, according to Gerrit Huizer, is characterized 
by a lot of ego-tripping, slander, power intrigues and lack of equal 
participation (1973). Moreover, they discover the theoreucal and 
methodological shortcomings of androcentric concepts of science. 
Thus Leavitt, Sykes and Weatherford criticize the Aristotelian dicho- 
tomization that is characteristic of structuralist and functionalist 
theories. Another instance of a pervasive and androcentric scientific 
manipulation is the ‘Man the Hunter’ paradigm, propagated by behav- 
iorists and neo-evolutionists. According to this paradigm all human 
social development began with the (male) hunter and his invention 
of arms. Although a mass of evidence shows that the human race 
could not have survived had it not been fed by ‘Woman the Gatherer’, 
this paradigm has been accepted by most social scientists, including 
most Marxists, as an established truth (cf. Martin and Voorhies, 1975). 

Women scholars who are committed to women’s liberation, how- 
ever, Cannot stop at criticizing and exposing these androcentric mani- 
pulations. It is necessary to develop a new methodological approach 
and new research tools to prevent such manipulations. 

In the following I shall try to lay down some methodological guide- 
lines for feminist research. These will be followed by an account of an 
attempt to put these guidelines into practice in an action research 
project. 


Il Methodological guidelines for feminist research 


(1) The postulate of value free research, of neutrality and indifference 
towards the research objects, has to be replaced by conscious partiality, 
which is achieved through partial identification with the research 
objects. For women who deliberately and actively integrate their 
double-consciousness into the research process, this partial identifi- 
cation will not be difficult. It is the opposite of the so-called ‘Spectator- 
Knowledge’ (Maslow, 1966:50) which is achieved by showing an indif- 
ferent, disinterested, alienated attitude towards the ‘research objects’. 
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Conscious partiality, however, not only conceives of the research 
objects as parts of a bigger social whole but also of the research subjects, 
i.e., the researchers themselves. Conscious partiality is different from 
mere subjectivism or simple empathy. On the basis of a limited identi- 
fication it creates a critical and dialectical distance between the re- 
searcher and his ‘objects’. It enables the correction of distortions of 
perception on both sides and widens the consciousness of both, the 
researcher and the ‘researched’, 

(2) The verucal relationship between researcher and ‘research objects’, 
the view from above, must be replaced by the view from below, This is 
the necessary consequence of the demands of conscious partiality and 
reciprocity. Research, which so far has been largely an instrument of 
dominance and legitimation of power elites, must be brought to serve 
the interests of dominated, exploited and oppressed groups, particularly 
women. Women scholars, committed to the cause of women’s liber- 
ation, cannot have an objective interest in a ‘view from above’. This 
would mean that they would consent to their own oppression as 
women, because the man-woman relationship represents one of the 
oldest examples of the view from above and may be the paradigm of 
all vertical hierarchical relationships. 

The demand for a systematic ‘view from below’ has both a scientific 
and an ethical-political dimension. The scientific significance is related 
to the fact that despite the sophistication of the quantitative research 
tools, many data gathered by these methods are irrelevant or even 
invalid because the hierarchical research situation as such defeats the 
very purpose of research: it creates an acute distrust in the ‘research 
objects’ who feel that they are being interrogated. This distrust can be 
found when women and other under-privileged groups are being inter- 
viewed by members of a socially higher stratum, It has been observed 
that the data thus gathered often reflect ‘expected behavior’ rather 
than real behavior (Berger, 1974). 

Women, who are committed to the cause of women’s liberation, 
cannot stop at this result. They cannot be satisfied with giving the 
social sciences better, more authentic and more relevant data. The 
ethical-political significance of the view from below cannot be sepa- 
rated from the scientific one: this separation would again transform 
all methodological innovations in Women’s Studies into instruments 
of dominance. Only if Women’s Studies is deliberately made part of 
the struggle against women’s oppression and exploitation, can women 
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prevent the misuse of their theoretical and methodological innovations 
for the stabilization of the status quo and for crisis management. This 
implies that committed women scholars must fight, not only for the 
integration of women’s issues into the academic establishment and 
research policies but also for a new orientation regarding areas and 
objectives of research. The needs and interests of the majority of 
women must become the yardstick for the research policy of Women’s 
Studies. This presupposes that women in the academic world know 
these needs and interests. The ‘view from below’, therefore, leads to 
another postulate. 

(3) The contemplative, uninvolved ‘spectator knowledge’ must be 
replaced by active participation in actions, movements and struggles 
for women’s emancipation. Research must become an integral part of 
such struggles. Because Women’s Studies grew out of the women’s 
movement, it would be a betrayal of the aims of the movement if 
academic women, who were never involved in any struggle or were 
never concerned about women’s oppression and exploitation, should 
try to reduce Women’s Studies to a purely academic concern, restricted 
to the ivory tower of research institutes and universities, thus blunting 
the edge of all this discontent? To avert this danger, Women’s Studies 
must remain closely linked to the struggles and actions of the move- 
ment, 

The concept of integrating praxis and research was concretely 
formulated by Mao Tse-Tung in his essays on contradiction and praxis. 
It must be emphasized that this concept goes beyond the prevalent 
understanding of action research. Action research has not been able 
so far to solve the dilemma of trying to establish a materialist praxis 
and theory which integrate the understanding of science and knowledge 
within a paradigm in which the separation from praxis is one of the 
most important structural prerequisites. But the demand to link praxis 
and research consistently follows an historical, dialectical and materialist 
theory of knowledge. According to this concept, the ‘truth’ of a theory 
is not dependent on the application of certain methodological princi- 
ples and rules, but on its potential to orient the processes of praxis 
towards progressive emancipation and humanization, This potential, 
however, is not acquired in the sheltered world of academic institutions 
but in participation in social processes and in reflection about them. 

Max Weber's famous principle of separating science and politics 
(praxis) is not in the interests of women’s liberation. Women scholars 
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who want to do more than a mere paternalistic ‘something for their 
poorer sisters’ (because they feel that, as a privileged group, they are 
already liberated) but who struggle against patriarchy as a system, must 
take their studies into the streets and take part in the social actions and 
struggles of the movement. 

If they do so, their contribution will not be to give abstract analyses 
and prescriptions but to help those involved in these struggles to dis- 
cover and develop their own theoretical and methodological potentials. 
The elitist attitude of women social scientists will be overcome if they 
are able to look at all those who participate in a social action or struggle 
as ‘sister-or-brother-sociologists’ (adapting Gouldner), The integration 
of research into social and political action for the emancipation of 
women, the dialectics of doing and knowing, will lead not only to 
better and more realistic theories. According to this approach, the 
object of research is not something static and homogeneous but an 
historical, dynamic and contradictory entity. Research, therefore, will 
have to follow closely the dynamics of this process. 

(4) Participation in social actions and struggles, and the integration of 
research into these processes, further implies that the change of the 
status quo becomes the starting point for a scientific quest. The motto 
for-this approach could be: ‘If you want to know a thing, you must 
change it.” (‘If you want to know the taste of a pear, you must change 
it, i.e., you must chew it in your mouth’, Mao Tse-Tung, 1968). If we 
apply this principle to the study of women, it means that we have to 
start fighting against women’s exploitation and oppression in order to 
be able to understand the extent, the dimensions, the forms and causes 
of this patriarchal system. Most empirical research on women has con- = 
centrated so far on the study of superficial or surface phenomena such 

as women’s attitudes towards housework, career, part-time work, etc. 
Such attitudes or opinion surveys give very little information about 
women’s true consciousness, Only when there is a rupture in the 
‘normal’ life of a woman, i.e., a crisis such as divorce, the end of a 
relationship, etc., is there a chance for her to become conscious of her 
true condition. In the ‘experience of crises’ (Kramert, 1977) and 
rupture with normalcy, women are confronted with the real social 
relationships in which they had unconsciously been submerged as 
objects without being able to distance themselves from them. As longas 
normalcy is not disrupted they are not able to admit even to themselves e’ 
that these relationships are oppressive or exploitive. 
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This is the reason why in attitude surveys women so often are found 
to subscribe to the dominant sexist ideology of the submissive, self- 
sacrificing woman, When a rupture with this normalcy occurs, however, 
the mystification surrounding the natural and harmonious character of 
these patriarchal! relations cannot be maintained. 

The motto of changing a situation in order to be able to understand 
it applies not only to the individual woman and her life crises, but also 
to collective processes. The very fact that today we are talking about a 
methodology for doing research in Women’s Studies is the result of a 
change in the status quo that was brought about by the women’s move- 
ment and not by intellectual endeavors in universities. 

If women scholars begin to understand their studies as an integral 
part of an emancipatory struggle and if they focus their research on 
the processes of individual and social change, then they cannot but 
change themselves also in this process, both as human beings and as 
scholars. They will have to give up the elitist narrow-mindedness, 
abstract thinking, political and ethical impotence and arrogance of 
the established academician. They must learn that scientific work and 
a scientific outlook is not the privilege of professional scientists, but 
that the creativity of science depends on its being rooted in living social 
processes. Methodologically, this implies the search for techniques with 
which to document and analyze historical processes of change. 

(5) The research process must become a process of ‘conscientization’, 
both for the so-called ‘research subjects’ (social scientists) and for the 
‘research objects’ (women as target groups). The methodology of 
‘conscientização’ was first developed and applied by Paulo Freire in 
his problem-formulating method.* The decisive characteristic of the 
approach is that the study of an oppressive reality is not carried out by 
experts but by the objects of the oppression. People who before were 
objects of research become subjects of their own research and action. 
This implies that scientists who participate in this study of the condi- 
tions of oppression must give their research tools to the people. They 
must inspire them to formulate the problems with which they struggle 
in order that they may plan their action, The women’s movement so 


*Editors’ note: By ‘conscientização, Freire means ‘learning to perceive 
social, political and economic contradictions and to take action against 
the oppressive elements of reality.” In the following we will use the 
English version, ‘conscientization’ (Freire, 1970). 
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far has understood the process of conscientization largely as that of 
becoming conscious of one’s individual suffering as a woman. The 
emphasis in consciousness-raising groups was on group dynamics, role- 
specific behavior and relationship problems rather than on the social 
relations that govern the capitalist patriarchal societies. 

The problem-formulating method, however, sees individual problems 

as an expression and manifestation of oppressive social relations. 
Whereas consciousness-raising groups often tend to psychologize all 
relations of dominance, the problem-formulating method considers 
conscientization as the subjective precondition for liberating action. 
If processes of conscientization do not lead subsequently to processes 
of change and action, they may lead to dangerous illusions and even 
to regression, 
(6) I would like to go a step further than Paulo Freire, however. The 
collective conscientization of women through a problem-formulating 
methodology must be accompanied by the study of women’s individual 
and social history. Women have so far not been able to appropriate, 
i.e., make their own, the social changes to which they. have been sub- 
jected passively in the course of history, Women do make history, but 
in the past they have not appropriated (made it their own) their history 
as subjects. Such a subjective appropriation of their history, their past 
struggles, sufferings and dreams would lead to something like a collec- 
tive women’s consciousness (in analogy to class consciousness) without 
which no struggle for emancipation can be successful. 

The appropriation of women’s history can be promoted by feminist 
scholars who can inspire and help other women to document their 
campaigns and struggles. They can help them to analyze these struggles, 
so that they can learn from past mistakes and successes and, in the long 
run, may become able to move from mere spontaneous activism to 
long-term strategies. This presupposes, however, that women engaged 
in Women’s Studies remain in close contact with the movement and 
maintain a continuous dialogue with other women. This in turn implies 
that they can no longer treat their research results as their private 
property, but that they must learn to collectivize and share them. This 
leads to the next postulate. 

(7) Women cannot appropriate their own history unless they begin to 
collectivize their own experiences, Women’s Studies, therefore, must 
strive to overcome the individualism, the competitiveness, the careerism, 
prevalent among male scholars. This has relevance both for the individual 
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woman scholar engaged in research and for her methodology. If she is 
committed to the cause of women’s liberation, she cannot choose her 
area of research purely from a career point of view but must try to use 
her relative power to take up issues that are central to the movement, 
Therefore, she needs dialogues on methodology with other feminists. 
The emphasis on interviews of individuals at a given time must be 
shifted towards group discussions, if possible at repeated intervals. This 
collectivization of women’s experiences is not only a means of getting 
more and more diversified information, but it also helps women to 
overcome their structural isolation in their families and to understand 
that their individual sufferings have social causes. 


IHI An attempt to apply these postulates by the action group: 
‘women help women’, Cologne 1976-77 


These methodological guidelines were not evolved merely through the 
study of social science literature but also through my participation in 
several field projects and the discussion of these experiences with 
women students and other colleagues. | had a first chance to try out 
some of these guidelines in an action research project which grew out 
of an initiative responding to violence against women in the family. 
This initiative was started by the women students of Social Pedagogy 
in Cologne in Spring 1976. They founded an association called ‘Women 
Help Women’ and started a campaign to get a house where women who 
had been beaten by their husbands or friends could find shelter, 

Although this initiative did not start with an explicit interest in 
research, the need for documentation and analysis became urgently 
felt in the course of its development. The following description of our 
attempt to link social research to the requirements of this field project 
will give an idea of how some of the guidelines mentioned above can be 
put into practice. It should be kept in mind that it was not a systematic 
attempt to apply a certain methodology of social research, but that the 
main motive was to further the objectives of the action group. The 
following should, therefore, be understood as a sharing of our experi- 
ence rather than as a systematic study. The aim is to invite others to 
experiment along similar lines. 
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1 A problem must be ‘created’ (Postulate 4: in order to 
understand a thing, one has to change it.) 


After an action group of fifteen women had been constituted, a posi- 
tion paper was drafted on its objectives, methods and organizational 
principles. The group then approached the Social Welfare Department 
of the Municipal Administration and asked for a house for battered 
women. There had been reports in the press about increasing wife- 
beating in German families and about houses for battered women in 
England and Holland. The reply of the Social Welfare authorities, 
however, was that there was no need for such a house in Cologne; 
there were various homes for destitute and poor women to which 
battered women could go, The fact that there were hardly any battered 
women in these homes was sufficient proof for the authorities that the 
problem did not exist on any large scale. The group was advised first 
to make a survey and to give the authorities exact figures about the 
extent of wife-beating in Cologne in order to prove the need for a 
special house for this target group. 

Such surveys are usually made by commercial research institutes 
with the help of professional social scientists, using the techniques of 
questionnaires and interviews. They not only cost a lot of money 
(which the group did not have) but they also have the political effect 
that no action is taken before the results of the studies are available. 
In this way, a problem is often swept under the rug. 

The action group therefore chose another method of proving the 
need for a house for battered women. It organized a street action with 
posters, photos of battered wives, newspaper-clippings and signatures 
collected from passers-by, about the need for a Women’s House for 
battered women. At the same time, people who came to their stand 
were interviewed about their experiences with and their views on wife 
beating. These interviews were recorded and provided first-hand data 
about the existence of this problem in Cologne, 

These interviews also gave the group initial feedback about people’s 
reactions to private violence in the family, about the class position of 
men who beat women, about people’s opinion as to the causes of this 
private violence and about police indifference towards the problem. 

This information helped the group to plan their next steps, but it 
was also a bit of social research which could immediately be used to 
further the action. The whole action was reported in the press, including 
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some of the statements made by the people. This publication of a prob- 
lem which so far had been considered a purely private affair mobilized 
many people to discuss the question of a Women’s House. 

The municipal authorities found it difficult to maintain their indif- 
ference and finally had to mobilize their own research cell to investigate 
the problem of wife beating. This was the first time that any attempt 
had been made to obtain statistics about cases of wife beating in the 
city. Neither the police nor the various social welfare homes had kept 
statistics about women who approached them for help. The Social 
Welfare Department carried out this inquiry only in the homes under 
their control, not in private homes. The results of the study showed 
that an average 100 women per month approached these homes because 
they had been beated by their husbands. The homes have no means by 
which to help such women quickly and unbureaucratically, however, 
and therefore sent them back to their husbands. 

With the aid of systematic publicity work in the press, on the radio 
and TV, the organization grew and became known in the city. Many 
women who had been mistreated by their husbands rang the number 
given in the press. Three months after the start of the project, women 
began to ask the group for help. At that ume the group did not yet 
have a house and its members thus began to give shelter in their own 
homes to the women who asked for help. 

This made the need for a Women’s House all the more urgent, When 
the Social Welfare Department published the results of its own investi- 
gation, the action group stated that they had given shelter to about 30 
women between June and September 1976. It could no longer be said 
that the problem of private violence against women did not exist in 
Cologne, Eventually the members raised enough money to pay the rent 
of a suitable house, and later the municipality provided a subsidy. 


2 Partiality and egalitarian involvement in a social action 
(Postulates 1 and 3) 


Members of the action group clearly stated in their position paper that 
they did not want to allow new hierarchies to grow or experts to 
dominate the organization. Therefore, they made it a precondition for 
membership that women who wanted to join ‘Women Help Women’ 
had to do any type of work that came up. In the long run this proved 
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to be a correct decision. The women social scientists who joined the 
organization had to give up their status of uninvolved, neutral, scientific 
observers or experts; they not only had to take sides with and for the 
mistreated women, but also to participate actively and on an equal 
footing with non-academic women in all the work, Some pressure was 
exercised by the public to elect some eminent women as members of 
the Board of the Association. Officers of the Social Welfare Department 
would have felt more at ease negotiating with academics than with 
unknown and inexperienced young women. The action group did not 
yield to such pressure, however, and stuck to its egalitarian principle of 
organization. This had the effect that all members had to feel actively 
responsible for the progress of the movement. There was no bureau- 
cratic center of authority to which responsibility could be delegated. 

The result for the academic women was that their honzon in day-to- | 
day struggles was immensely broadened. In their discussions with | 
women who sought shelter in the Women’s House they learned more 
about the true social conditons of German families than from any 
number of quantitative surveys. For the women who had started the 
action group, the decision that there should be no hierarchy or bureau- 
cracy meant that they had to learn many things that women usually 
do not know: from dealing with officials, lawyers, policemen, to 
speaking at press conferences, studying Social Welfare Laws, to white- 
washing and painting, driving alone at night to unknown places to 
meet women who sought their help, etc. The principle of action and 
egalitarian participation was also applied to the women who sought 
the help of ‘Women Help Women’. After a time of rest and recovery 
in the Women’s House, they were encouraged to participate in all the 
activities of the organization. This was not always easy because the 
women who sought shelter had run away from an acute crisis situation. 
They expected help and looked upon the organization as an ordinary 
social welfare institution. It was difficult to get them to understand 
gradually that women’s liberation rather than social welfare and charity 
was the aim of the action group. This understanding was furthered by 
the principle of active and egalitarian participation of all, including 
the academic women. 

The difficulties that arose from this struggle towards inner democ- 
racy and integration of praxis and theory were caused by the contacts 
with the outer world, i.e., mainly the municipal authorities, with 
their highly hierarchized and bureaucratized organizations. Constant 
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friction was caused by the fact that these bureaucracies have no latitude 
for egalitarian initiative, 


3 Discussion and ‘socialization’ of life-bistories as therapy, 
as a basis for collective women’s consciousness and as a 
starting point for emancipatory action (Postulates 5, 6, and 7) 


In the first phase of the action, intensive individual and group discus- 
sions took place with women who had run away from their homes 
because their husbands or fiancés had beaten them black and blue. 
These intensive talks were institutionalized after the group had rented 
a house in November 1976 and many more women rang up. (Only the 
telephone number was known, not the address, in case the men should 
follow their wives and harass them and the children.) 

At first these informal] yet intensive talks were mainly about the 
forms, duration, extent and repercussions of male violence in the 
family. They necessarily emphasized the psychological dimension of a 
woman’s individual history. Since no amount of psychological counsel- 
ling could solve the practical and material problems that these women 
faced after leaving their husbands (no job, no flat, insecurity of income, 
no training), it became evident that psychological introspection alone 
could not lead to a deeper understanding of the social forces which had 
put women into such a state of dependency. 

It became necessary to help women understand that their own 
experience of male violence was not just their individual bad luck or 
even their fault, but that there is an objective social basis for this 
private violence by men against women and children. This meant that 
they had to understand the sociological and historical dimensions of 
male violence if they were to get out of the masochistic tendency to 
attribute the failure of their marriage to their own failure as women. 

The best method by which to make women in this crisis situation 
aware of the sociological and histoncal roots of their suffering appears 
to be the documentation and analysis of their life histories; by making 
their stories public, women acknowledge that their experiences have 
social origins. This method, evolved as a technique of action research 
(Osterland, 1973), is not only an effective way by which to integrate 
the time dimension into social research; it is also an excellent method 
of conscientization, The methodology of a small-action research project 
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which grew out of these informal talks in the Women’s House is des- 
cribed below. 

It was our objective to document, analyze and discuss the life 
histories of a number of women who came to the Women’s House, 
We wanted to publish these life histories because it was our aim to 
conscienuze and mobilize the public at large about the problem. To 
achieve this, much more information was needed on this hidden side 
of our society, which professes to be democratic and peaceful, It is 
the task of social researchers to provide this information. 

Methodologically, the small group of women who started this 
project (myself and six students) tried to follow the postulates laid 
down above. 

3.1 The starting point for the documentation of a life history is the 
break in the woman’s so-called normal life. The façade of normalcy 
which these women have desperately maintained for perhaps 10-30 
years of married life — in the face of brutal violence and humiliation 
— breaks down as soon as they come to the Women’s House. The 
structural violence, which is the basis of the bourgeois, patriarchal 
family, has become manifested in open violence, and the women are 
able to admit it. This rupture with oppressive continuity usually does 
not occur until women see a realistic alternative. Before they see such 
an alternative, no amount of persuasion will convince them that they 
are oppressed. In fact, they cannot allow their own oppression and 
humiliation to come to the surface of their consciousness if they want 
to preserve a minimum of self-respect, Therefore, they try to find any 
conceivable rationalization for the fact that they have tolerated mas- 
culine brutality for so long. As soon as the rupture has taken place, 
however, their whole life of repression and humiliation gushes forth 
like a stream whose sluices have been opened. As soon as they realize 
that there are other women who will listen to them with sympathy 
and understanding, they begin to talk about their life, their husbands, 
their marriage; spontaneously they try to understand why this has all 
happened to them. We realized that the need of these women to talk 
and to communicate their experiences to us and to their fellow suf- 
ferers was boundless. For most of them it was the first time that there 
had been anyone who was willing to listen to them. 

3.2 This first stage of sharing expenences and of spontaneous soli- 
darity, however, does not lead automatically to an analysis of the 
social causes of private violence or to a new consciousness. We inter- 
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viewed individual women and asked them to tell us their whole life 
history from their childhood up to the time when they had come to 
the Women’s House. Most of them were very eager to do so. We first 
taped their stories individually, then we wrote them down. After a 
number of such biographies were written down, we organized a group 
meeting. We gave those written life-stories to the women, asked them 
to read them and to see whether they wanted to alter or to add any- 
thing. After a cursory analysis of the biographies, we wanted to have 
a group discussion with all the women on some of the salient points 
that came up in many of the cases. As we wanted to avoid a discussion 
in which only a few people would participate, we suggested that we 
should make a role play based on problems and incidents that were 
most common to their histones. The women themselves suggested 
what should be included in the play and some also volunteered to stage 
it. We invited all women to see the play and then to discuss it, and 
made a video-film while it was being staged. After it was all over, the 
women talked about the play and this discussion was also filmed. 

When we planned this small action research project, we had the 
following objectives in mind, which cover not only our research inter- 
ests but are closely linked to the individual interests of the women 
concerned, as well as to the broader aims and perspectives of the 
women’s movement, 


(a) For the women concerned, the systematic documentation of 
their life histories has the effect that their own subjective bio- 
graphy assumes an objective character. It becomes something 
at which they can look from a certain distance. They are not 
only prisoners of their own past and present sufferings and 
mistakes, but they can, if they want to, draw lessons for the 
future from their own past history. 

(b)Writing down their biographies also serves a very practical pur- 
pose, These women need documentation and hard data in order 
to re-organize their lives. They need such documents for their 
lawyers, for example, if they want to have a divorce. On the other 
hand, the action group also needs documentation of women’s 
histories if it is to avoid endless Sisyphian charity work. 

(c)From the point of view of research, these biographies contain 
data not only on the individual destinies of the women but also 
on objective social relations such as class, and the women’s 
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reactions towards these. The biographical method also links 

the individual history to the overall social history of an epoch. , 
The individual’s life manifests the contradictions and stresses 

of an epoch. Many of the women have experienced the war and 
post-war years; some are refugees from East Germany. Many of 
the men are workers; many are unemployed and have started 
drinking. The question of when the man started to beat his wife 
often gives insight into the interplay between crises: increased 
phenomena of alienation (work stress, alcoholism, job insecurity, 
competition) and private violence and aggression, Reflection and ' 
appropriation of individual women’s histories, therefore, cannot 
be separated from the reflection and appropriation for feminist 
use of the overall social history of an epoch, 

(d)Apart from the individual, practical and theoretical dimensions, 
the writing-down and discussion of life histories also has political 
and action-oriented dimensions, aiming at creating a new collec- 
tive consciousness among women and mobilizing them for further 
social action. For this it was necessary to generalize the individual 
life histones, which we tried by staging the play and by the ensu- 
ing discussion of the video film. 

In the collectivization and discussion of their individual experi- 
ences, the women transcend their narrow isolated horizon and 
begin to understand that women in general have a common 
social destiny. In fact, most of the women, when they listened 
to the stories of others, were struck by the similarity of their 
experiences, i.e., the commonness and monotony of the everyday 
violence. There was hardly anything individual or extraordinary 
in their narrations. 

(e) Mere scientific documentation and analysis, and even a group 
discussion on the common destiny of women, does not lead by 
itself to an active collective consciousness ‘for themselves’. 


Only when women can use their own documented, analyzed, under- 
stood and published history as a weapon in the struggle for themselves 
and for all women will they become subjects of their own history. 
This implies that the documentation of their life histories — the video 
film, the book, the discussions — have to be integrated into the overall 
strategy of the women’s movement, This mobilization of all women 
who so far had been passive victims of patriarchal structural and direct 
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violence may transcend the scope of a small action-research project. 
But the fact that the women who took part in the research showed 
keen interest in starting a public campaign against private violence is 
an indicator that they are moving away from their status as mere 
objects of charity and social welfare and are on the way to becoming 
subjects of their own history? 


Postscript 


I have often been asked whether the guidelines or postulates spelled 
out above could also be applied to research on women in Third World 
countries, In 1978-9 I carried out an [LO-sponsored research project 
on rural women in India, where J tried to implement some of these 
methodological principles. A full account of my experience is given in 
my reports on this subject? Here | wish only to highlight a few necessary 
points in order to counter certain illusions which may arise regarding 
the scope of this approach to further social change. 

We (the Indian women who assisted me and I) applied this approach 
in three rural areas, where we carried out fieldwork among women in 
the subsistence sector. In one area a social movement for the organiza- 
tion of landless laborers and their social betterment had been in pro- 
gress for several years. The landless female laborers had already formed 
their own autonomous organizations, which had carried out a number 
of successful actions for better wages, work contracts and nightschools 
for women, It was not difficult to use the methodological principles 
spelled out above and the women participated enthusiastically in our 
research. They first started doing research on us, however, asking all 
sorts of personal questions regarding our husbands, children, our 
bodies, clothes; what we did during menstruation, whether we used 
cotton or cloth; and above all, why we were interested in them. In 
other words, they did not uneritically accept the hierarchical research 
situation but turned it into a dialogue. This was facilitated because we 
lived among them and needed to be helped in many ways. In their 
songs, dances, dramas, role plays, group discussions, the recording of 
their life histories, in mass meetings, it became evident that not only 
were they quite capable of analyzing and understanding their own 
situation, but also of drawing practical conclusions from this analysis. 
The project provided a forum for discussions and meetings and, as such, 
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not only helped to conscientize these women, but created a wider net- 
work of communications for women from different villages, thus giving 
them a new sense of power? 

It would have been impossible for us, however, to mobilize and 
organize the scattered women through the research project alone. Even 
if it is action-oriented, Women’s Studies cannot on its own do such 
work, Perhaps this should not even be attempted: the researchers 
usually will leave the area after a certain period of time and the women 
who are left behind will have to face the political consequences of their 
mobilization, If a research project is carefully linked to an ongoing 
movement, however, the separation between research and action, 
theory and practice can be overcome — at least we can move in that 
direction. The degree to which the resources and services of a research 
project can be used to further the aims of the movement will depend 
on the movement itself. 

Similar autonomous organizations did not exist in the other two 
areas, and we thus found ourselves in the typical research situation 
of outsiders who had come to snoop around. In one area the situation 
was complicated further by the fact that for approximately the last 
hundred years the local women had become accustomed to being the 
objects of charity for the Christian church and Western business inter- 
ests, It was difficult to explain to them that we had no such charity to 
offer, and at first they did not see any point in talking to us, They were 
completely atomized as workers and housewives, and although we were 
able to organize group discussions in which they talked about their 
problems, the initiative was clearly in our hands. These women belonged 
to a better class and caste than the women in the first area, but their 
consciousness and self-confidence were much lower. 

We realized that a research project that does not link up with some 
local group which will constitute a permanent base for conscientization, 
mobilization and action, will remain at best a pleasant episode in the 
lives of the women, and will be unable to develop its emancipatory 
potential. In any case, women’s research projects as such should not be 
expected to start a conscientization movement. This would presuppose 
greater commitment and involvement of the research team in a parti- 
cular area than is possible for most urban-based women in Third World 
countries. 

Even in areas where no movement was yet in progress, however, we 
realized that it was impossible not to become involved. Given the 
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general sex-segregation and oppression of women in India, the women 
very soon came to tell us about their private problems with their 
husbands, their mothers-in-law, the quarrels in the village, etc. This 
‘women’s gossip’ was obviously encouraged by the fact that we were 
women, belonging to the same social category, and were also outsiders 
and researchers who were ready to listen to their stories, This general 
feeling of ‘being on the same side’ helped to overcome the usual barrier 
between people from different classes and cultures. The establishment 
of an open and friendly rapport between us and the women was mainly 
due to the commitment and enthusiasm of the Indian women on the 
research team, who were not only capable of partial identification with 
the problems of the rural women, but who also enjoyed being with 
them and temporarily sharing their lives. 


Notes 


1 This paper was first read at an interdisciplinary feminist seminar in Holland 
and it is published in German in Heksenkollege: de feeks viool (Nijmegen, 
Holland, 1978, out of print); and in Beiträge zur Feministischen Theorie 
und Praxis, 1978. 

2 Mahmood Mamdani (1973) describes the functioning of this kind of 
research. 

3 The present world-wide interest in Women's Studies may also be attributed 
to certain efforts to neutralize the protest potential of the movement, In 
many countries there is already a gap between Women’s Studies and the 
Women’s Movement. 

4 The results of this project were published under the title: Nachrichten aus 
dem Ghetto Liebe (1980). 

5 The research report on my work in India is entitled ‘Housewives Produce 
for the Worldmarket: The Lace Makers of Narsapur’ (1982). 

6 An account of this experience is given in my paper ‘Peasant Women get 
Organised’ (1981). 
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The value of quantitative 
methodology for 
feminist research’ 


Toby Epstein Jayaratne 


In the past several years the feminist community has increasingly 
debated the merits of traditional research in the social sciences and 
specifically the quantitative methodologies used in that research, Many 
feminists, both those in the social sciences and in other disciplines as 
well, argue that traditional research in the social sciences is used as a 
tool for promoting sexist ideology and ignores issues of concern to 
women and feminists (Stasz Stoll, 1974; Frieze, Parsons, Johnson, 
Ruble and Zellman, 1978; Fox Keller, 1980), As a result of this and 
other criticisms of traditional research and quantitative methods, 
some feminists have suggested the increased use of qualitative research 
in order better to reflect the nature of human experience (Reinharz, 
1979; Fox Keller, 1980; Depner, 1981). Furthermore, there has been 
some discussion of the need to reduce or eliminate the use of quanti- 
tative research as a valid methodology for social scientists (Reinharz, 
1979). This debate between quantitative and qualitative researchers 
is not new, In fact, Glaser and Strauss (1967) indicate that this dialogue 
has been ongoing for several decades. 

The primary purposes of this paper are (1) to explore briefly some 
of the issues surrounding this controversy from a feminist perspective 
and (2) to suggest some changes in the traditional quanttative research 
process and in traditional research environments which would make 
quantitative research useful for testing feminist theory. 

| also advocate the use of qualitative data, in conjunction with 
quantitative data, to develop, support and explicate theory. My approach 
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to this issue is political; that is, I believe the appropriate use of both 
quantitative methods and qualitative methods in the social sciences 
can help the feminist community in achieving its goals more effec- 
tively than the use of either qualitative or quantitative methods alone, 
Both quantitative and qualitative research can be and have been effec- 
tively used by feminist researchers to promote feminist theory and 
goals and to document individual and institutional sexism (for example, 
see Weisstein, 1970; Chesler, 1972; Levitin, Quinn and Staines, 1973; 
Reinharz, 1979). While this paper only summarily touches on some of 
the major issues in this debate, a more thorough discussion and analysis 
of this topic is needed not only in the feminist community, but in the 
scientific community as well. 

Before examining these issues more closely, it is important to out- 
line what is meant by the traditional or quantitative research process, 
quantitative and qualitative methods and other terms relevant to this 
discussion. I will provide illustrations and examples from the field of 
survey research because I am most familiar with that research methodo- 
logy. However, the general points made in this paper should pertain to 
a broad range of research methodology in the social sciences. 


The quantitative research process 


The traditional research process is often termed ‘quanttative’ because 
the data are analyzed as numerical values, However, there are other 
procedures not directly associated with quantification which typically 
characterize this kind of research. It is important to distinguish between 
methods of quantification, involving data collection and analysis, 
and the more general research process, including theory formulation, 
interpretation and dissemination, It is the entire quantitative research 
process which is described and explored below, and not just quanti- 
tative methods of data collection and analysis. 


Theory formulation 
Most quantitative survey research is initiated from a theoretical base. 


Theory, as it is used in the social sciences, is simply an explanation of 
some phenomena which specifies relations among elements (Kerlinger, 
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1979). The purpose of the research process is to gather and examine 
evidence (data) in order to test the validity of such an explanation, 
The process of theory validation is continuous, since new evidence 
often suggests revisions to existing theory. Therefore no theory is 
ever ‘proven’ correct. 

To develop, test and validate feminist theory is critical if feminist 
goals are to be enacted (see Depner, 1981). Jaggar and Struhl (1978) 
argue this point and offer several reasons why it is important. First, 
when we condemn prevailing sexist theones, we need to propose 
alternatives. Second, theory helps to generate consistency between 
our feminist ideology and our beliefs about human nature and human 
fulfillment. Third, if we are going to combat sexism we need to under- 
stand how it operates, We can direct our energies where they will be 
most effective if we can identify vulnerable points in the social struc- 
ture. Feminist theory can thus describe and explain women’s oppres- 
sion and offer us guidelines for combatting it. 

Although some would argue that social scientists are notorious 
for finding evidence to support their own theories and thus all theories 
are equally valid, Jaggar and Struhl (1978) argue differently. They 
believe that 


one framework [theory] is not as good as another [and] that all 
descriptions of social reality are not equally valid . . . we may then 
evaluate feminist frameworks according to their success in identify- 
ing the conditions which prevent women from freely choosing 
which of our potentialities we wish to fulfill (pp. xi, xii). 


In other words, we can judge feminist theories according to their 
ability to improve the lives of women. 

There is more subjective input in theory generation than in other 
aspects of the research process, since theories are ‘typically the end 
of observation and interpretation, looking and thinking’ (Babbie, 
1979, p. 23). While this may seem problematic since research aims to 
be an objective process, it is the goal of scientific inquiry to make an 
objective judgment about a theory whose development was more or 
less subjective. It is the theory’s ability to reflect aspects of social 
þreality’ that allows us to accept or reject it. Furthermore, much theory 
generation is really theory revision, which is based on a systematic 
evaluation of relevant research — a less subjective process than starting 
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from scratch. If existing theory seems inadequate for describing our 
own realities, we may need to rely on our own experiences as part of 
theory development. This has been the case with much of feminist 
theory formulation, 


Theory testing 


Theory forms the basis of the quantitative research process and gener- 
ates specific hypotheses which are then tested by means of research 
methodologies. In the field of survey research this involves numerous 
procedures. A questionnaire or interview is constructed to measure 
various aspects or components of the model or theory being tested. A 
pre-test or pilot study is usually done to test the validity of the ques- 
tions being asked and items are revised as necessary. A sample of 
respondents is selected so that it represents the population (group of 
people) to which findings are generalized. The data are collected by 
administering the interview or quesuonnaire to respondents in that 
sample. Before analysis, responses to questions are usually quantified, 
that is, they are converted to numbers to facilitate analysis, It is this 
‘quantification’ of responses which, in essence, characterizes traditional 
research. Although these data are analyzed as numerical values, it is 
still the meaning of the numbers which determines how analysis pro- 
ceeds and is the basis for interpretation of results. Most analyses are 
statistical ‘judgments’ on the data which specifically test hypotheses 
generated from the theory. The data indicate varying degrees of support 
or lack of support for these hypotheses. Conclusions are drawn which 
evaluate the merit of the theory and then generalizations are made to 
the larger population from which the sample was drawn. Rarely are 
complex theories conclusively supported or rejected in this process. 
Instead, smaller parts of theories are evaluated and related to the larger 
body of evidence for the theory. A comprehensive evaluation of theory 
usually involves the consideration of a large research literature. The 
final product of most survey research is a report or publication which 
presents descriptive and/or predictive quantitative results and their 
interpretation and theoretical implications. 

The above account of the traditional quantitative research process 
is, of course, an idealized version. Not all research proceeds in such an 
orderly fashion, Problems can arise at many points. For example, there 
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may be difficulties with the interview (misinterpreted questions, 
unanswered questions), the sample (low response rate, poor repre- 
sentativeness), the data (coding errors, keypunching errors), analysis 
(incorrect statistical techniques, incorrect use of variables) and inter- 
pretation (ignoring important results), to name just a few. However, 
use of established guidelines for conducting survey research can result 
in a high quality research project. These guidelines for implementation 
of social science methodology are well established and fairly specific, 
although by no means static. They were developed, and are approp- 
riately updated, to offer the most valid methods of theory testing. 


Qualitative research 


The above account of the traditional research process describes the 
collection of quantitative data. In contrast, qualitative data is rarely 
seen in traditional research and is almost entirely absent in the research 
of some social science disciplines. While most quantitative researchers 
can agree fairly closely on what the quantitative research process is, 
qualitative research is not that easy to define. A review of suggested 
research techniques in several qualitative research texts indicated 
considerably more variety of methodology than in quantitative re- 
search (see Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Schatzman and Strauss, 1973; 
McCall and Simmons, 1969; Bogdan and Taylor, 1975). 

While most quantitative data result from questions which allow only 
a limited number of answers, questions resulting in qualitative data 
usually do not have this constraint. For example, in a quantitative 
study the kind of question which asks about job satisfaction might only 
be answered on a scale of ‘1’ to ‘7’. A similar question in a qualitative 
study is ‘open-ended’ and might instead be answered by a long descrip- 
tion of the respondent’s feelings about her job in her own words. How- 
ever, the distinction between qualitative and quantitative research is not 
always a function of the kind of data collected, since many quantitative 
studies ask open-ended questions, In the latter case, responses to these 
open-ended questions are usually quantified for analysis but remain as 
is for qualitative analysis. Thus another distinction between these 
methods is that quantitative data are analyzed as numerical values and 
qualitative data are analyzed using the language of the respondent. Bog- 
dan and Taylor (1975) describe qualitative methods as referring to 
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research procedures which produce descriptive data: people’s own 
written or spoken words and observable behavior. This approach . . . 
directs itself at settings and the individuals within those settings 
holistically ; that is, the subject of the study, be it an organization 

or an individual, is not reduced to an isolated variable or to an 
hypothesis, but is viewed instead as part of a whole (p. 4). 


Examples of qualitative methods are oral history, experiential analysis 
(Reinharz, 1979), participant observation, and case history. 

Qualitative data — whatever method is used — do convey a deeper 
feeling for or more emotional closeness to the persons studied. A 
detailed account of an individual’s struggle against oppression is more 
emotionally touching than a research report giving statistical evidence 
of the struggle of a group of individuals, For example, ethnographic 
accounts of representatives of oppressed groups are very effective in 
instilling empathy for those individuals (see Lewis, 1961; Kroeber, 
1969; Liebow, 1967). Case histories and other accounts in similar 
style have always been interesting and appealing to many readers. None 
the less, the interpretation of qualitative data is subjective and therefore 
open to all of the biases inherent in subjective assessments? 

While some sanction has been given to the collection of qualitative 
data (or at least some level of subjective judgments) for use in theory 
formulation (Babbie, 1979), there is an open and strong opposition 
against the use of qualitative data in many social science disciplines 
(Reinharz, 1979). Some feminists view this opposition as a reflection 
of the relationship between gender and science (Fox Keller, 1978). 
Their point is that most social scientists are men and that the masculine 
values of autonomy, separation and distance are embodied in ‘objec- 
tive,” quantitative research. Thus, the more qualitative aspects are 
rejected as being too subjective, too ‘female.’ 


Feminist criticism of the quantitative research process and 
quantitative analysis 


Feminist criticism of research in the social sciences is directed toward 
both the general quantitative research process and quantitative data 
and data analysis in particular. The primary criticisms arise because 
so much of traditional quantitative research seems inconsistent with 
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feminist values, First, much social research has been used to support 
sexist and elitist values. Little effort has been made to explore issues 
of importance to women, Second, the socially relevant research which 
has been generated often is not utilized ‘appropriately,’ that is, it has 
no real impact on social problems. Too many final reports or journal 
articles get dusty on the bookshelves of academicians or government 
bureaucrats, Third, there exist exploitive relationships among the 
research staff and between the staff and the respondents in the study. 
Too many needs or concerns of the research staff are secondary to the 
more immediate needs of meeting deadlines, seeking scarce funding 
or getting out a final report. And respondents are often seen as ‘objects’ 
of study, deceived and manipulated for the benefit of the research 
product. Fourth, the high standards of methodological rigor are often 
simply overlooked when expedient. To learn and then employ all the 
quality controls of a research project is not a simple task and too often 
the standards for appropriate use of quantitative methodology are set 
aside when it is convenient, Fifth, quantitative data cannot convey an 
in-depth understanding of or feeling for the persons under study. This 
final criticism of the quantitative research process concerns the objec- 
tive appearance of the quantitative research. There is an ‘objective’ aura 
about traditional research which makes it convincing and influential. 
Thus, findings which are often products of poor methodology and 
sexist bias are interpreted by the public as fact. 

While most of these claims do have merit, the conclusion by some 
feminists that we must reject traditional research outright is debatable, 
A closer examination of each of the criticisms and a discussion of pos- 
sible alternative procedures will clarify other options which are avail- 
able to us. 


Exploration of sexist and elitist issues 


Anyone who glances through the indices of social science journals for 
the past thirty or forty years cannot deny that the great majority of 
research addresses issues of importance to white male academicians 
(Stasz Stoll, 1974; Cox, 1976; Frieze, et al., 1978). It has only been 
in the last ten years or so that some journals have consistently included 
research about women’s issues. However slowly this change is taking 
place, it is now possible to find articles of relevance to women in most 
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major social science journals. Although many established journalists in 
the US publish ‘token’ articles on women’s research, some regularly 
include such research (see Child Development, Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, and Journal of Educational Psychology). 
Furthermore, there are several journals which publish research exclu- 
sively about women and much of this research is carried out using 
quantitative methodology (see Psychology of Women Quarterly and 
Sex Roles), The issues addressed in much of this recent research are 
of prime interest to feminists, and include a broad range of topics 
such as sex discrimination, child care, pregnancy, sex role develop- 
ment, sexual harassment, educational equity, and spouse abuse. In 
addition, much of this research is carried out from a feminist perspec- 
tive, and contributes to feminist theory. 

Although funding for research on women’s issues may be more 
difficult to secure in the near future, the past several years have seen 
an increase in research exploring issues of relevance to women. This 
change probably reflects not only the increased attention which women’s 
issues have received in the popular media, but also the increased num- 
bers of women entering graduate school and the academic job market 
in the social sciences. While traditional academic ‘ethics’ dictate the 
need to be relatively value-free in choosing a research area (Kerlinger, 
1979), it is likely that many of these women are choosing research 
areas which are related to personal interests and values, According to 
Cox (1976), ‘women seem to be more sensitive to the issues of values 
in social sciences, and without abandoning scientific goals, are more 
candid about having values that guide them in their work’ (p. 13). 


Underutilization of relevant social findings 


From a political perspective, all quality social research ought to be used 
in policy decisions. Obviously, this is not what happens. Many social 
scientists feel that their obligation to research ends with a published 
document; whether results from their studies have any impact on 
policy seems to be of little concern. This attitude is reflected in the 
traditional research process: most educational programs in the social 
sciences do not include training in the utilization and dissemination 
of research. In fact, it is a controversial issue as to whether researchers 
ought to be involved in the decision-making process at all. While there 
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is debate as to the exact role of the researcher in policy-making, few 
would suggest that all researchers need to become experts in policy 
formulation, 

Tangri and Strasburg (1979) note the importance of both traditional 
research conducted by researchers and the use of research in policy- 
making conducted by activists. They believe that while many investi- 
gators hope to see their findings utilized in policy decision-making, it 
is difficult for many already overburdened researchers to take on an 
additional role as activist. Tangri and Strasburg suggest that there can 
be an interaction between researchers and activists and that social 
researchers need not become activists in order to contribute to the 
political relevance of their work. While the role of the activist is to 
influence decision-makers, the equally important 


role of the researchers is to contribute knowledge of completed 
and ongoing studies relevant to the targeted problem; to help the 
activists frame their questions in research terms; and to develop 
research designs which incorporate mechanisms for ongoing evalu- 
ation (1979, p. 329). 


As rare as actual utilization might be, Weiss and Bucuvalas (1977) 
point out that decision-makers are responsive to recommendations of 
social scientists when those recommendations support their own views 
of social issues. The fact that there are a minority of policy-makers 
who hold values which are consistent with a feminist perspective is 
not promising for the implementation of policy based on the utilization 
of social science research which supports feminist goals. Although we 
need to elect and support policy-makers who are sympathetic to our 
views and use relevant research data to support their recommendations, 
as researchers we need more direct strategies. 

Tangn and Strasburg (1979) have analyzed the problems of utiliza- 
tion of women’s research on policy formulation and offer some recom- 
mendations for generating politically useful research. The authors 
specifically mention that the researcher should be perceived by the 
policy-maker as ‘objective,’ and present findings which are statistically 
significant, This indicates that the use of quantitative research can be 
an effective tool in influencing policy-makers. These authors also point 
to the need to (1) make researchers more aware and employ those 
methods which make their data more useful to activists, and (2) change 
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academic structures so that there is support for the use of these methods. 
Of course, the latter particularly will not be easy to achieve. 

In another analysis of which factors affect the usefulness of research, 
Weiss and Bucuvalas (1977) identified one factor which consisted of 
items establishing ‘trust’ in the research, These items, which concern 
the methodological quality of the research, were ‘statistical sophisti- 
cation, objectivity, quantitative data, generalizability, validity, and 
additions to descriptive, causal, or theoretical knowledge’ (p. 218). 

One important court decision which indicates the potential influence 
of quantitative data is Griggs vs. Duke Power Company (1971), which 
was argued under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Prior to 
this case, sex discrimination could be substantiated only if one could 
prove intent on the part of the defendant. The decision resulting from 
this case, however, was that discrimination could be indicated by pre- 
senting statistics which show a different and unfair impact on a racial, 
sex or other group covered by Title VII. This decision set a new course 
for discrimination suits. 

Aside from the issue of the direct influence of social science research 
on policy decisions, it is important to consider the indirect effect, that 
is, the influence on public opinion. Some of the results from social 
research, particularly those concerning current or controversial issues, 
find their way into the popular media, such as Psychology Today, 
women’s magazines or newspapers. Often these articles, depending on 
the extent of coverage, influence public opinion to such an extent that, 
ultimately, policy decisions are also affected. While this type of ‘utill- 
zation’ of social research has less of an apparent effect than a more 
direct approach, the political efficacy of the research may be more 
far-reaching, since it can directly affect people’s lives. For example, 
research which indicated the pervasiveness of wife abuse may not 
have resulted in immediate policy change to combat the practice. How- 
ever, popular media attention was so widespread that many victims 
who otherwise would have felt isolated and been self-blaming, instead 
sought support in centers and community support programs. 


150/The value of quantitative methodology for feminist research 


Exploitive relationships between project staff and between 
staff and subjects of study 


Many of us who have been research assistants on research projects are 
aware of the problems of authoritative researchers who treat their 
staff and/or respondents as commodities. This problem is not unique 
to the social sciences and often occurs in other research settings where 
human (and animal) subjects are used. Reinharz (1979) describes the 
extreme case where research is 


conducted on a rape model: the researchers take, hit, and run. 
They intrude into their subjects’ privacy, disrupt their perceptions, 
utilize false pretenses, manipulate the relationship, and give little or 
nothing in return, When the needs of the researchers are satisfied, 
they break off contact with the subject (p. 95). 


In contrast, there are many researchers who are sensitive to these 
issues and relate well to their staff and respondents. One survey research 
project, whose director and staff were particularly respectful of the 
needs of respondents and interviewers, obtained a response rate of 98 
per cent, indicating that these values were manifested in the attitudes 
of the research team. One interviewer, commenting on the project’s 
success, noted the following: 


I do believe one of the reasons for the high response rate of the 
study is the fact that interviewers do so enjoy working on the study. 
That is so important in getting people to do a good job. During 
training the interviewers were so enthused about the questionnaire 
and the interviewing situation that I feel this enthusiasm was trans- 
mitted to the respondents, and they in turn were eager to do their 
parts (Freedman and Camburn, 1981, p. 24). 


Both personality and personal value differences can account for 
some of this difference in style. However, the authoritative structure 
of research projects and institutions is contrary to feminist values and 
one might expect that feminist researchers would be sensitive to these 
issues, According to Cox (1976), ‘Academic feminists question the 
value of the individualistic, striving, competitive, aggressive style of 
achievement for either sex. The style of achievement in which feminists 
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would like to work is based on cooperation, mutual respect, inter- 
dependence’ (p. 13). The fact that many feminist researchers who do 
traditional research are not exploitive of their staff and respondents 
suggests that the problem of exploitation is not inherent in the tra- 
ditional research process. The occurrence of exploitation can be re- 
duced by explicitly promoting more humanistic values in research 
training programs and by setting examples for others through self- 
evaluation when doing our own research, Furthermore, decisions which 
affect the funding of researchers should take into account a researcher’s 
treatment of staff and subjects. 


Abundance of ‘quick and dirty research’ 


Much of the research in the social sciences is conducted to produce 
quickly some publishable product. Often this research is not only 
poorly done but also not comprehensive or thorough enough to test 
theory adequately. Standards of appropriate research. methodology 
are too often set aside due to high costs or time constraints. In addi- 
tion, poor quality research is often a result of the researcher not having 
adequate research skills or training. 

The structure of many academic and research institutions perpetu- 
ates this practice in several ways. The most obvious are the ‘publish 
or perish’ policies of many universities and colleges. The impact of this 
policy is enhanced by the policy of journals to publish ‘significant’ find- 
ings from ‘successful’ research projects. These policies often function 
to reward ‘quick and dirty’ research. For example, the untenured 
assistant professor who needs a long list of publications (and these are 
sometimes not evaluated for quality) may be more likely to use re- 
search methodology which produces significant results instead of 
appropriate methodology and cut corners in using other appropriate 
research methods since they take more time. There are further pres- 
sures from funding agencies, superiors and colleagues. These pressures 
can act to make good quality research less rewarding than a more 
expedient, but ‘adequate’ product. 

Another complicating factor is that, as students, we learn in the 
classroom to view the research process in idealistic terms. We assume 
that most research projects are carried out ‘successfully,’ according 
to the quality standards we have learned in texts or in the classroom. 
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When we begin to engage in our own research or work with other 
researchers in training positions, we can become disillusioned and 
either change our research orientation or discontinue doing research 
altogether (for example, see Reinharz, 1979), 

While we may not want to compromise our ideal standards, the 
pressures of competition are real and may in fact become more per- 
vasive given the academic job market and the increasing scarcity of 
funding for social science research. There is no easy solution to this 
conflict. Although for some feminists the solution may lie in aban- 
doning the research profession, it is important to have women re- 
searchers, and especially feminists, in the social sciences. Not only 
must we insist on high standards of research but we must direct some 
energy to changing the existing academic and professional structures 
which often reward the quantity of research and not the quality. This 
then becomes a political as well as a personal concern. 

Tackling the traumas of research can be made easier if one comes 
prepared. Exposure to both the positive and the negative aspects of 
the research and a realistic appraisal of the difficulties are important 
in graduate school. For example, researchers who have extensive 
training and experience will be more likely to estimate correctly the 
time and cost factors in their research, allowing for the generation 
of good quality research within these parameters. 

Finally, this discussion points up the need for feminists to dif- 
ferentiate between poor and quality research and to educate others 
to do so as well. Since the purpose of this paper is not to explicate 
the numerous methods for producing quality research, the reader is 
referred to social science research texts which cover quantitative 
research methods, such as Babbie (1979). 


The simplistic and superficial nature of quantitative research 


Related to the problem of ‘quick and dirty’ research is the problem of 
research which takes a simplistic and superficial view of human behav- 
ior and attitudes. 

The dangers of simplistic quantitative research are well known to 
feminists, The most obvious examples are studies which ignore sex 
differences or look only at sex differences as causal factors without 
exploring other mediating causal variables. Too often the conclusions 
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from these studies suggest some ‘inherent’ difference between the 
sexes (see Benbow and Stanley, 1980). For example, a study which 
looks at only sex differences in maths achievement might find cor- 
rectly that boys do better than girls on certain maths achievement 
tests. By not exploring explanatory factors, researchers leave open 
possible reasons for the differences. While the numbers may be accur- 
ate, the simplistic nature of the design can be misleading to the public. 
Although it is impossible to examine all factors related to a behavior 
or attitude, it is important to collect enough information so that con- 
clusions drawn from the findings are meaningful and advance theory? 

Simplistic research is not inherent to quantitative research but 
often results from sloppy methodology. In fact, quantitative methods 
make the analysis of complex research designs possible. Sophisticated 
quantitative methods and computer techniques have been developed 
in recent years and are being continually brought up to date in order 
to handle the analysis of complex data — for example, longitudinal 
designs. 

Although qualitative data often seem more complex than quanti- 
tative data, it sometimes depends on which questions are asked by 
researchers. One could imagine qualitative data which, while thoroughly 
descriptive in regard to an attitude (e.g., boys are more active than 
girls), offers no insight as to the reasons for these beliefs. Good quali- 
tative and quantitative researchers need to explore issues by asking 
appropriately complex questions, 

While there is a practical limit to the complexity of quantitative 
data (and thus analysis), the limit for qualitative data seems higher 
since, at least theoretically, it can be as detailed as possible. For exam- 
ple, the quantification or coding of an open-ended response puts 
certain limits on the number of different responses. Cost and time 
factors allow a practical limit on the number of codes used and the 
kind of dimensions coded. Qualitative data do not necessarily need 
such reinterpretation before analysis, On the one hand, the more 
complex qualitative data are, the more difficult and less likely it is for 
there to be consensus in analysis. On the other hand, the more complex 
the qualitative data are, the less superficial and potentially more mean- 
ingful they are. 

No matter how thorough the questions in quantitative research, 
quantitative data will yield findings which are superficial in nature, 
compared to most qualitative data, Even the most complex and sophisti- 
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cated quantitative research report cannot impart the same ‘in-depth’ 
understanding of respondents as, for example, a thorough case history. 
This is most likely due to detailed description which is lacking in 
quantitative research. 

It seems apparent therefore that quantitative research could benefit 
from the addition of qualitative data. Certainly qualitative data can 
support and explicate the meaning of quantitative research. Every 
quantitative research project should include some qualitative data, 
not only for use by researchers to understand their respondents better, 
but also to include in presentations and publications so that others 
may gain a deeper understanding of the quanufied results. 


Objective appearance of quantitative data 


Feminists have argued that ‘quick and dirty’ quantitative social science 
research often gets interpreted by the public as the ‘truth’; the public 
does not distinguish between good and bad social science. Most re- 
searchers would agree that quantitative data appear to be more objec- 
tive than qualitative data. However, no social researcher can claim that 
quantitative data are either truly objective or that they measure ‘reality.’ 
What they can claim is that ‘good’ quantitative data (meeting accepted 
standards of validity) can be used more objectively to evaluate theory 
than qualitative data. This claim is based on the fact that the principles 
and guidelines for quantitative data analysis have been specifically 
developed to produce an objective evaluation, This is true to a greater 
extent than in qualitative research. 

To understand this dialogue more clearly it is important to distin- 
guish between objectivity in the research process and objectivity as a 
part of the analysis of data. First, there can be no such thing as truly 
‘objective’ research in the sense that the product of research is not 
subject to our own value judgments (Babbie, 1979). Personal biases 
impinge on the research process in many ways, particularly in theory 
formulation and interpretation, but also in development of design, 
data collecuon, and analysis. However, by using accepted standards of 
research, the final product can be less subject to those biases. Or at 
least one can more readily identify the biases that may have been opera- 
tive. Thus while there is no absolute objectivity possible, the research 
product can be more or less objective and the nature of the bias can be 
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more or less easily evaluated. For example, a research project in which 
interviewers openly make personal comments on a respondent’s answers 
may produce less objective data than one in which interviewers com- 
ment little, 

Second, quantitative analysis is, as much as possible, an objective 
evaluanon of data because it is conducted according to generally 
accepted procedural methods based on mathematical principles, These 
principles applied to the analysis of data result in a product which is 
relatively unaffected by personal bias. This is because mathematics is 
based on logical assumptions that are usually not open for debate. For 
example, suppose that a researcher is interested in why some women 
find it difficult to return to work after being full-time homemakers. 
A quantitative researcher might ask respondents to indicate the impor- 
tance of various reasons. (A skilled researcher would include a compre- 
hensive list of reasons and allow for unanticipated reasons.) Quanti- 
tative analyses could produce statistical evidence that most women feel 
that lack of good jobs is the most important reason. Further, the analy- 
sis could indicate either that no other reasons were important or that 
several other reasons were marginally or similarly important. The rela- 
tive degree of importance of various factors could be specifically 
determined. This interpretation of the data could not reasonably be 
refuted because the analysis is a logical (mathematical) interpretation 
of data. Babbie (1979) terms this phenomenon ‘intersubjectivity’ and 
defines it as ‘two scientists with different subjective orientations 
arriv[ing} at the same conclusion if each conducted the same experi- 
ment’ (p. 52). 

A qualitative researcher exploring the same issue might ask women 
why it was difficult to return to work. Many reasons might be given 
and analysis without quantification might indicate that poor Job pos- 
sibilities was a major one. However, this analysis would be more subject 
to debate and thus personal judgment because the evaluation was not 
based on standards as objective as mathematical principles. Another 
researcher might say that job possibilities was not such an important 
reason and a third researcher might arrive at an altogether different 
opinion, 

The appearance of objectivity is a powerful tool for changing public 
opinion. As feminists, we need to monitor closely and publicize the 
problems with research which appears objective — but in fact may be 
a product of poor methodology and/or subjective bias. (See Parsons 
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(1981) and Parlee (1976) for examples of responses to such research.) 
Furthermore, we can use this power of quantitative research to our 
advantage to change public or political opinion in support of feminist 
goals. For example, we can document the enormous number of un- 
wanted teenage pregnancies in support of free access to birth control. 
We can document the sex discrimination which occurs in school systems 
and use it to advocate change. This documentation is possible because 
of the use of quantitative research methods. (See, for example, Chapter 
3 in Stasz Stoll (1974) for a statistical overview of sexism in our society.) 

More important than using the appearance of objectivity for our 
benefit is the actual objectivity which quantitative methods allow in 
theory evaluation (i.e., data analysis). As noted earlier, it is imperative 
for feminist theory to be assessed accurately so it can be used to direct 
political and research work. For example, there may be differing 
opinions as to why sexual harassment occurs in the workplace. Our 
personal values and experiences will influence our opinions as to why 
it occurs, If we want to combat the practice, we need to understand 
and assess its causes accurately. High quality quantitative research 
can best do this, and the findings which result will not likely be debated 
on the basis of personal view. This is extremely important if we want 
to create effective programs and policies to reduce the incidence of 
sexual harassment. Directing our energies toward the correct target 
problem areas we define as important will help us to achieve our goals. 
An inaccurate evaluation of the target or problem area will result in 
wasted energies, 

Even if one accepts the argument that quantitative data analysis is 
more objective than qualitative analysis, and may be important for 
feminist theory evaluation and for political and public opinion change, 
one may not accept the idea that objectivity is a valuable goal if the 
researcher has to be detached from her work. This emphasis on detach- 
ment in quantitative research is expressed by Kerlinger (1979); 


The mixture of strong commitment and advocacy of political and 
social programs, on the one hand, and scientific research into the 
problems of such programs, on the other hand, seem to induce bias 
and what has been called selective perception. This means that we 
see what we want or need to see rather what is actually there, So 
strong is this tendency that I have almost gotten to the point of 
thinking that behavioral scientists should not do research on the 
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things they passionately advocate, Or better, when they do it, they 
should conceive and use exceptionally elaborate safeguards against 
their own biases (p. 17). 


Too many social researchers assume that they are ‘appropriately’ 
detached if they do not have strong feelings about the issues they 
study, Often what they do not realize is that their views really indicate 
a strong commitment to the status quo — which is as potenually biased 
as any other orientation. 

Feminists have argued, and correctly so, that researchers need to 
become more involved with and concerned about the people they 
study, It is critically important here to realize that to conduct ‘objec- 
tive’ quantitative research, one does not have to be detached and 
unconcerned about the topic. Having a strong opinion about the 
subject of research does not necessarily mean that research decisions 
will be any more biased than if those opinions were not held. The 
use of good research methodology helps to assure against this accusa- 
tion. None of us can possibly be completely objective toward our 
research, Therefore our methods must be as objective as possible. This 
is why there are clear guidelines, codes of ethics, and standards for 
doing quantitative research. Whatever our position, we should always 
make clear in our reports and publications our opinions about the 
subject of our research so that others will know with what ininal 
orientation we began and carried our research. 

As a feminist and a social science researcher, I have clear and strong 
political and personal goals for my research, The topics I choose to 
study and the theory I use to direct my research are strongly affected 
by these goals. To evaluate my theories as accurately as possible, I use 
some traditional research procedures and quantitative methods. Using 
these methods does not lessen in any way my strong commitment to 
feminism, or my appreciation of the value of qualitative research. And 
my commitment to feminism does not necessarily mean that my 
research is of poor quality due to bias. 


Generalizing with quantitative research 


One important part of the quantitative research process is generalizing. 
When researchers study a large group of people, they usually cannot 
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gain information on all the persons in the group due to time and cost 
factors. They often select a smaller sample of persons from the larger 
group to furnish the needed information. If the sample is selected so 
that it is representative of the larger population, then the researcher 
can correctly (while accounting for small errors) infer that the informa- 
tion found in the sample applies to the larger population. The validity 
of this inference is obviously important if one wishes to make general- 
ized statements, This issue is especially critical in reviewing certain 
methods of qualitative research since some methods (particularly case 
history) do not permit generalization. Many aspects of Freudian psycho- 
logy are good examples of generalization from a non-representative 
sample. 

Generalized statements are important both for advising policy- 
makers of public opinion and deciding on strategies for bringing about 
change in public opinion itself. This can be useful to feminists, who, 
for example, need to know the strength of public support for the 
right to life amendment or the ERA, in order to develop appropriate 
political strategies for action. 


Conclusions 


As indicated above, most of the feminist criticisms of the traditional 
quantitative research process have merit, although an exploration of 
the issues surrounding these criticisms indicates the need for caution 
in condemning quanttative research altogether. The discussion of the 
criticisms also suggests methods for resolving those problems which 
do arise, These suggested changes in the traditional research process, 
which increase consistency with feminist values, will obviously not be 
fully implemented for some time. In the meantime, as feminists we 
have two plausible options for dealing with existing inconsistencies. 
We can either reject quantitative research altogether or value it for 
its benefits and work to change those elements which are antithetical 
to feminist ideas. (I do not consider ignoring the inconsistencies a 
plausible option.) 

My preference is for the second option, since I believe it is the most 
effective method for changing the sexist structure of society to a more 
egalitarian one, There must be appropriate quantitative evidence to 
counter the pervasive and influential quantitative sexist research which 
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has and continues to be generated in the social sciences. Feminist 
researchers can best accomplish this. If some of the traditional pro- 
cedures used to produce that needed evidence are contrary to our 
feminist values, then we must change those procedures accordingly. 
In the process of change we not only must remember to view our 
research in a political context as outlined above in this paper, but we 
must support one another against the academic and professional pres- 
sures to compromise our standards, The better quality research that 
we do, the more likely that that research will influence others and 
ultimately help in achieving their goals. 


Notes 


1 An early version of this paper was presented at the National Women’s 
Studies Association Conference, Bloomington, Indiana, May 1980.1] 
would like to thank Jacquie Eccles Parsons, Marti Bombyk and Shula 
Reinharz for their valuable comments on the manuscript. I would also 
like to acknowledge the ideas and suggestions from women in the Feminist 
Methodology Seminar at the University of Michigan: Nicki Beisel, Marti 
Bombyk, Sue Contratto, Linda Kaboolian, Eleanor McLaughlin, Cindy 
Palmer, Paula Rabinowitz, Shula Reinharz and Betsey Taylor. 

2 For an interesting analysis of the benefits of and difficulties with women’s 
qualitative research, see Peplau (1977). 

3 The criticisms of simplistic research apply mostly to areas of research in 
which theory is well-developed, since researchers should know and examine 
the major relevant factors in a study, When research is exploratory, it is 
more acceptable to produce ‘isolated’ findings needed to develop theory. 

4 Although there is not absolute agreement on which mathemaucal or 
staustical method to use, there is consensus as to which methods are 
appropriate for which kind of data and for the kind of questions being 
asked of the data. 
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Experiential analysis: a 
contribution to feminist research 


Shulamit Reinharz 


Introduction 


In 1979 I published a book written over several years, documenting 
existential-methodological problems encountered in the process of 
becoming a female social scientist (Reinharz, 1979). Using a combined 
autobiographical, literature review, and theoretical perspective, I des- 
cribed an intellectual journey starting with training in survey research, 
continuing through participant observation, and culminating in what | 
call ‘experiential analysis.’ The purpose of this essay is to delineate 
further the background of ‘experiential analysis,’ explain what the 
method consists of, describe problems which arise in carrying out a 
project using this method, and suggest further implications such as the 
relation between ‘experiential analysis’ and feminist concerns. 


Background of ‘experiential analysis’: the sociology of 
knowledge perspective applied to the social sciences 


Methods and methodology are not simply techniques and rationales 
for the conduct of research. Rather they must be understood in relation 
to specific historical, cultural, ideological and other contexts, Methods 
and procedures for conducting research are in continuous flux, influ- 
enced by the kinds of relative proportion of people attracted to or 
permitted access to given disciplines, the values and philosophy of the 
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social milieu, the conceptual underpinning of common sense at the 
time, the means of communication and level of technology available, 
and the discipline’s previous history. Thus, when one ponders the 
questions — what methods will I use in my study? or, why was a certain 
method used for a given study? — these are not simply technical issues 
but profound socio-historical-disciplinary concerns, 

Within the discipline of sociology, there is a subdiscipline called the 
‘sociology of knowledge.’ Its concern is to explain the relationship 
between the knowledge produced or accepted in a particular society 
at any time, and the other dimensions of that society. In the words of 
Karl Mannheim, a significant contributor, ‘the sociology of knowledge 
seeks to comprehend thought in the concrete setung of an historical- 
social situation’ (1936, p. 3). To do this we have to examine persons 
‘who have developed a particular style of thought in an endless series of 
responses to certain typical situations charactenzing their common 
position’ (Ibid.). For example, Freud’s theory of the formation of 
female identity centers on their establishing an onentation to men as 
a product of girls’ oedipal transition, Nancy Chodorow shows us that 
‘feminine heterosexuality in this model has Victorian charactenstics 
that include women’s passivity and the subordination of sex to pro- 
creation’ (1978, p. 111). She and others writing today about the 
formation of femaleness are in turn influenced by the contemporary 
ideology of feminism. 

Mills’s (1943) study of the theory of social pathology is another 
explication of a social theory rooted in the social conditions of its 
proponents. He studied social pathology as a ‘point of entry for the 
examination of the style of reflection and the social-historical basis of 
American sociology’ (p. 4). He shows that the social pathologists’ 
perspective is linked to the fact that they 


were born in small towns, or on farms near small towns, three- 
fourths of which were in states not industrialized during the youth 
of the authors. The social circles and strata in which they have 
generally moved are quite homogeneous (p. 5), 


(i.e., reform groups, colleges, voluntary societies, their spouse’s con- 
nections, etc.). Like the critics of Freudian theory, Mills demonstrates 
that American sociological theory was grounded in the social position 
of its theoreticians. 
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Thomas Kuhn was first exposed to the history of his own discipline, 
theoretical physics, when he attempted to teach physical science to 
non-scientists. ‘To my complete surprise, that exposure to out-of-date 
scientific theory and practice radically undermined some of my basic 
conceptions about the nature of science’ (1962, p. v). In reaction, he 
switched fields from physics to the history of science and explored 
what it was like to think scientifically in different historical periods. 
As is well known, he then directed his energy to explaining how dif- 
ferent theories and discoveries emerge in response to an accumulation 
of unexplained anomalies, and how a new paradigm crowds out those 
that preceded it. Murray Davis (1971) has extended Kuhn’s argument 
in a social psychological way. He claims that ideas are accepted not 
because they are ‘true’ but because they have attracted attention and 
strike people as ‘interesting.’ The structure of ‘the experience of some- 
thing as interesting,’ according to Davis, is the overturning of a com- 
monsensical or previously held idea. When this is dramatic and clear, 
the new idea takes hold, and eventually a search gets under way for 
refutations of the now new. 

Method and theory preference vary also by national milieu and 
culture, a subject discussed by Merton (1968) in his comparison of 
European and American variants of sociological studies. It is interesting 
to take note of, and then ponder the contexts of these norms. For 
example, Tesch informs us that today, 


In Germany, interpretative (hermeneutic) studies are the conven- 
tional way of conducting research and experimental research is the 
modern method of the computer age. In the 1950's, experimental 
research was hardly heard of (except in certain branches of psycho- 
logy), and even in the 1960's it was considered quite daring to do 
anything other than what amounted to phenomenological inquiry. 
The first German statistics book for the behavioral sciences (other 
than American translations) did not appear until the 1970's. Today, 
experimentation is an accepted part of behavioral science research, 
but a methodology book will usually devote less space to it than 

to observation or ‘Interaktionsanalyse,’ the content analysis of 
human interaction (1980, p. 54). 


Because of the value clashes and radicalizing events of the 1960s and 
1970s in the United States, Alvin Gouldner recognized that the prac- 
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tices and assumpuons of the social sciences, particularly sociology, are 
inconsistent with emerging values and social conditions. He converted 
the sociology of knowledge perspective, which had hitherto been 
applied primarily to historic periods or other cultures, into a reflexive 
sociology which is self-consciously self-critical. He claimed that current 
circumstances demand ‘heightened self-awareness among sociologists’ 
(1970, p. 25), which means that we must ask ourselves questions about 
why we hold our professional and scientific beliefs. Why for instance, 
do we think that social science should be value-free?’ He urges us to 
recognize that ‘scientific method,’ for example, ‘is not simply a logic 
but a morality’ (1970, p. 26). If this is so, then new methods become 
accessible if one is willing to risk being considered ‘immoral’ (i.e., not 
rigorous) by those colleagues who hold that morality is exclusively on 
their side? 

Contemporary social science is part of the fabric of our social life 
and reinforces the current order and its values. When there have been 
changes in social values, the social sciences have been influenced by 
them, but rarely has the process been reversed. Sometimes the timing 
of social science research publication and public events are all so 
closely tied that it is difficult to determine which influenced which. 
For example, ‘The Stanford Prison Experiment’ was concluded just 
before the sensational shootouts at San Quentin and Attica. It was 
publicized in the popular media as well as in professional literature 
and contributed to mounting demands for prison reform in the early 
1970s (Stannard-Friel, 1981), 

Jessie Bernard (1975) has applied a sociology of knowledge perspec- 
tive to the branch of psychological research which directly evaluates 
women — sex differences research. She views that body of research as 
‘a sociological phenomenon, an institution’ (p. 7) and asks why it has 
selected to investigate certain issues, what are its objectives, what is 
its methodological and ideological stance? Her by now familiar answer 
is that the objectives and stance mirror a male-controlled and male- 
defined environment (see also Weisstein, 1971). Interestingly, when the 
sociology of knowledge analytic framework has been applied to socio- 
logy, Dorothy Smith (1974) shows an identical pattern: ‘how sociology 
is thought — its methods, conceptual schemes and theories — has been 
based on and built up within the male social universe (even when 
women have participated in its doing)’ (p. 7). This corroboration from 
two disciplines can be viewed as adding credibility to the analysis, 
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although it has also been dismissed on the grounds that the critics have 
a shared perspective (Levin, 1980). 

My own development of ‘experiential analysis’ as a critical method 
rooted in this time and place, based on an alternative set of assumptions 
from the objectivist mainstream morality-methodology, and stemming 
from perceived contradictions or inadequacies in certain research 
methods, was possible only within the context of my own continued 
application of a sociology of knowledge perspective to the social 
sciences, I asked myself continuously, ‘What should I do with all this 
criticism?’ Should I accept, modify or create a methodology? Vaughter 
answers: ‘The response called for is the restructuring of the methods, 
subjects, apparatus, materials, procedures, discussions, and references’ 
(1976, p. 143). My insights made it difficult to simply ‘add on’ another 
method to the existing corpus, Instead, they made me rethink (or if 
very bold, revamp) the entire enterprise of social science (see also 
Gould, 1980). This revamping orientation is criticized by some as 
‘throwing the baby out with the bathwater’ (Wallston, 1979), but it is 
clear to many that sometimes a new baby needs to be born! (Westkort, 
1979). It is within this alternative, dialectical rather than cumulative 
framework that ‘experiential analysis’ is being suggested. 


Toward a new method for a revamped social science 


The first step in articulating a new method is to understand that one’s 
personally experienced dissatisfaction with conventional methods is 
not an intrapsychic, private problem but derives from structural incon- 
sistencies and skewed assumptions underpinning the methods them- 
selves. Thus one begins to sense that there is a gap between the ‘experi- 
ence of the world ... and the theoretical schemes available to think 
about it in’ (Smith, 1974, p. 7). When one’s critique is articulated and 
made public, others will find resonance in their own experiences and 
thus one’s private concerns will be redefined as shared, Making one’s 
concerns public requires some courage. Being stuck in the extreme 
dualism of micro- and macro-nterpretations of one’s thoughts is 
paralyzing. The challenge is to convert the private concern into a 
public issue, 

Those who fail to have their private insights confirmed by others 
(in any area, not just social science methodology) receive the social 
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label of mentally ill, incompetent or absurd, To abandon one’s insights 
altogether rather than be so labelled is to become alienated from one’s 
self, a conformist. The difficulty in accepting the validity of one’s own 
experiences is part of our cultural heritage and rigorously perpetuated 
in our schools (Toby, 1955). Marx’s ‘false consciousness,’ Freud's 
‘unconscious,’ Durkeim’s ‘social facts’ in contrast with personal voli- 
tion, sociology’s ‘latent and manifest functions’ which undermine 
the notion that things are as they appear, the substitution of computer- 
based quantification for individual assessment — all of these dovetail 
to cast doubt on human interpretations and intentions. 

Women’s position in patriarchal society casts further doubt on the 
truth of our ideas. Feminism has partially corrected this imbalance. 
First, it has confirmed the experience of women which had hitherto 
been denied as real or important. The recovery of experience began in 
the ‘consciousness raising’ or ‘rap groups’ in which women talked ‘to 
each other about their individual experiences and analyzed them 
communally .... From a sociological perspective the rap group is 
probably the most valuable contnbution the women’s liberation move- 
ment has made so far to the tools for social change’ (Freeman, 1973, 
p. 22). Second, feminism revalues experience as a part of social science 
methodology (Wallston, 1979). ‘One hallmark of the feminist research 
in any field seems to be the investigator's continual testing of the 
plausibility of the work against her own experience’ (Parlee, 1979, 
p. 130). The new definition of experience is that it is interesting (not 
arbitrary), effective (in the sense that our ideas shape our world and 
are not simply shaped by it), uniquely human, and contextual, Parlee 
connected the issues of the devaluation of experience and the context- 
stripping traditional scientific methods when she wrote: ‘The commit- 
ment to the experimental method ... functions to ... obscure the 
connection between individual experience and social roles and insti- 
tutions’ (1979, p. 133). 

The second step in articulating a new method is to specify the 
assumptions of the traditional framework which are being challenged 
(see Sherif, 1979; Mishler, 1979). Gouldner (1970) would call these 
assumptions the values of the traditional morality. Once these assump- 
tions are clearly articulated, one can suggest an alternate set. The 
following is a product of my attempt: 
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Table 11.1 Contrasting claims of sociological research models? 


Mainstream sociology An alternative method would 
claims to be acknowledge that it is 
Exclusively rational in the conduct A mix of rational, serendipitous and 
of research and the analysis of data intuitive phenomena in research 


and analysis 


Scientific Accurate but artistic 

Oriented to carefully defined structures Oriented to processes 

Completely impersonal Personal 

Oriented to the prediction and con- Oriented to understanding phenomena 


trol of events and things 


Interested in the validity of research Interested in the meaningfulness of 
findings for scholars research findings to the scholarly 
and user communities 


Objective A mix of objective and subjecuve 
Orientations 

Capable of producing generalized Capable of producing specific expla- 
principles nations 

Interested in replicable events and Interested in unique although frequently 
procedures occurring phenomena 

Capable of producing completed Limited to producing partial discoveries 
analyses of a research problem of ongoing events 

Interested in addressing problems Interested in generating concepts in 
with predefined concepts vivo, in the field itself 


These two columns closely parallel what Bakan (1966) has referred 
to as the two basic tendencies of human existence: the agentic and 
communal. The contrasts he suggests are the following: 
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Table 11.2 
Agency Communion 
Separation (of subject and object) Fusion 
Repression (of feelings) Expression 
Conquest, control, mastery (of Acceptance 


others, nature) 


Contracted (relationships) Uncontracted cooperation 
Ordering, quantifying Nonlinear patterning 
Masculine Feminine 


Feminist scholars such as Carlson (1972) and Fox Keller (1978) have added 
elements to the agentic and communal ways of being/knowing: 


Table‘ 13/3 
Agency Communion 

Hard/dry Soft/wet E 

Context-stripped Situation-embedded, contextual- 
ized 

Autonomy Interdependence 

Positivism Grounded observationism of action, 
words, sentiments 

Value-freedom Value-oriented 

Androcentric Humanistic, egalitarian 

Ego-enhancement Egoboundary diffusion 

Objectivity Subjectivity 


Science/mind Nature 


170/Experiential analysis 


Graham and Rawlings (1980) suggest a tri-partite division among sexist, 
non-sexist, and feminist assumptions and methods in research. The 
suggested communal epistemology linked to the communal ontology 
is ‘naturalistic observation’ of behavior, ‘sensitivity to intrinsic structure 
and qualitative patterning of phenomena studied and greater personal 
participation of the investigator’ (Carlson, 1972, p. 20); a recent exam- 
ple is Sharff, although she is publicly criticized by a member of the 
setting, Psychology Today (1981). 

Releasing oneself from thought structures which isolate ‘variables’ 
in supposed unidirectional relation is a good way to begin (Blumer, 
1956). Since research has been confined primarily to the agentic 
mode, Carlson suggested that ‘research paradigms with more com- 
munal types of research await development and reception’ (1972, 
p. 21; see also Vaughter, 1976). Wallston (1979) reports that a ‘trans- 
actional methodology’ is being developed at George Peabody Teachers 
College, Vanderbilt University, as an alternative to static, linear models. 
In the interim, it is important to recognize the ‘machismo factor’ 
(Bernard, 1975) in research, and as outlined in step one, to ‘achieve 
liberation from the constraints of agentic modes of inquiry .... [Bly 
developing thoughtfully the communal aspects of content and method, 
[we] may succeed in bringing forth those new research paradigms 
needed for the scientific revolution (Kuhn, 1970) of our time’ (Carlson, 
1972, p. 29). The reason that some feminist scholars talk about libera- 
tion from the agentic is that the dichotomy is not one of equals but 
is asymmetric in terms of credibility and legitimacy (Parlee, 1979). 

The third step is to connect these conventional and alternative 
assumptions into specific components of research procedures. Here is 
one example: 


Table 11.4 Research models in contemporary sociology’ 


—_—- ie 


Conventional Alternative 
or or 
patriarchal feminist 
Units of study Predefined, operational- Natural events encased 
ized concepts stated in their ongoing con- 


as hypotheses., texts. 


Conventional 
or 
patriarchal 


Sharpness of focus Limited, specialized, 


specific, exclusive, 

Data type Reports of attitudes and 
actions as in question- 
naires, interviews and 
archives, 

Topic of study Manageable issue denved 
from scholarly liter- 
ature, selected for 
potential scholarly 
contribution, some- 
times socially signi- 
ficant. 


Role of research: 
in relation to 
environment 


Control of environment 
is desired, attempt to 
manage research 


conditions, 
in relation to Detached. 
subjects 
as a person Irrelevant. 
impact on re- Irrelevant. 


searcher 


As per design, decided 
a priori. 


Implementation of 
method 


Proof, evidence, statis- 
tical significance; 
study must be replic- 
able and yield same 
results to have valid 
findings. 


Validity criteria 
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Alternative 
or 
feminist 


eet 


Broad, inclusive. 


Feclings, behavior, 
thoughts, insights, 
actions as witnessed 
or experienced, 


Socially significant prob- 
lem sometimes related 
to issues discussed in 
scholarly literature, 


Openness to environment, 
immersion, being sub- 
ject to and shaped by 
it. 


Involved, sense of commit- 
ment, participation, 
sharing of fate. 


Relevant, expected to 
change during process. 


Anticipated, recorded, 
reported, valued. 


Method determined by 
unique characteristics 
of field setting. 


Completeness, plausi- 
bility, illustrativeness, 
understanding, respon- 
siveness to readers’ or 
subjects’ experience; 
study cannot, however, 
be replicated, 


172/Experiential analysis 


Table 11.4 Continued 


The role of theory 


Data analysis 


Manipulation of data 


Research objectives 


Presentation format 


Failure 


Values 


Role of reader 


Conventional 
or 
patriarchal 


Crucial as determinant of 
research design 


Arranged in advance rely- 
ing on deductive logic, 


done when all data 
are ‘in’. 


Utilization of statistical 
analyses. 


Testing hypotheses, 


Research report form; 
report of conclusions 
with regard to hypo- 
theses stated in 
advance, or presenta- 
tion of data obtained 
from instruments. 


Stausucally insignificant 
variance, 


Researchers’ attitudes 
not revealed, recog- 
nized or analyzed, 
attempts to be valuc- 
free, objective. 


Scholarly community 
addressed, evaluation 
of research design, 
management, and 
findings, 


Alternative 
or 
feminist 


Emerges from research 
implementation. 


Done during the study, 
relying on inductive 
logic. 


Creation of gestalts and 
meaningful patterns. 


Development of under- 
standing through 
grounded concepts 
and descriptions. 


Story, description with 
emergent concepts; 
including document- 
ation of process of 
discovery. 


Pitfalls of process illus- 
trate the subject. 


Researchers’ attitudes 
described and dis- 
cussed, values 
acknowledged, re- 
vealed, labelled. 


Scholarly and user com- 
munity addressed 
and engaged; evalu- 
ate usefulness and 
responsiveness to 
perceived needs, 
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Can we create methods which are communal (rather than agentic), and 
that are grounded in people’s experience of the world as well as in our 
own? Can we create methods without being ‘methodolatrous’ and with- 
out inventing new rigidities which will distort anew that which is being 
studied? I think the answer to these questions is that these methods 
already partially exist, but they have been so undervalued that they 
constantly need to be rediscovered’ Also, because they have been 
increasingly undervalued in our sociery (Brown and Gilmartin, 1969; 
McCartney, 1970; Patel, 1972), they have not had the benefit of 
much refinement (Reason and Rowan, 1981). As each ‘rediscovery’ or 
contribution is made, it appears new and gets its own name, For exam- 
pie, Gould reports that ‘feminist sociologists are trying oral histories, 
textual analysis and a more politically self-conscious ethnomethodology’ 
(1980, p. 465). Dilorio is developing ‘feminist phenomenology’ (1980). 
She defines the procedure as follows: 


Researchers will utilize first-hand, immediate and intimate contact 
with their subjects through direct observation and reflective analysis, 
drawing upon her or his own experiential information (feelings, fan- 
tasies, thoughts) as well as her or his observations of what others say 
and do in order to relate the subjective and objective dimensions 

(p. 21). 


There are calls for qualitative and descriptive studies, taxonomies of 
situations, systematic analysis of situations (Wallston, 1979) and just 
plain talking to people and observing them. 

People who call themselves ‘existential sociologists’ also approximate 
what we have been discussing. ‘Existential sociology is defined descrip- 
tively as the study of human experience-in-the-world in all its forms’ 
(Douglas and Johnson, 1977, p. vii). They talk about recognizing feel- 
ings, not just ideas (see also Hochschild, 1975), about observing, des- 
cribing and analyzing one’s own inner experiences and reflections, as 
well as those of others. They choose the phrase ‘existential’ rather than 
‘experiential’ so as to avoid appearing like a distinctively defined 
method or obscuring the connection with existential philosophy. My 
own decision to label an alternative method ‘experiential analysis’ 
rather than ‘existential’ or ‘phenomenological’ was (1) to avoid inherit- 
ing prejudiced reactions of those who already dissociate themselves or 
are unfamiliar with existentialism or phenomenology, (2) to avoid 
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connotations of rigidity likely to be connected with a specified philo- 
sophical school, and (3) to create a term that was descriptive of an 
activity, i.e., analysis of experience. In recently completed doctoral 
dissertations at the University of Michigan, students are carrying this 
line of reasoning further: one has devised a method called ‘dialogic 
retrospection’ (Kieffer, 1981) which he defines as an open and active 
exchange between the researcher and participant in a partnership of 
co-research. 


Elements of an experiential analysis 


In order to break away from the linear model which would describe 
a research method as a progression of steps, | would like to present 
‘experiential analysis’ as a collection of interacting components: 
assumptions, personal preparation, problem formulation, data gather- 
ing and stopping, data digestion and presentation, policy questions. 

The following discussion is divided into sections elaboraung on 
each of these components, As a guiding framework, I suggest that 
research within the expenential mode has three distinct purposes: 
it should represent growth and understanding in the arena of the 
problem investigated, the person(s) doing the investigation, and the 
method utilized. Such a triple achievement yields deep insight into 
the study’s subject matter, new personal knowledge about the invest- 
gator him/herself, and further innovations with regard to method. 
This integrated approach to research (Vaughter, 1976) guides prob- 
lem selection so as to make personal growth likely. It begins to fashion 
a non-masculine or non-conventional reflexive model and vocabulary 
of research. All three yields should be communicated. Another criterion 
for evaluation of research is its social value — what impact does it have 
on the distribution of power and resources? 

Assumptions underlying an experiential method overlap with those 
of symbolic interactionism (Blumer, 1962), social construction of 
reality theories (Berger and Luckman, 1967), and humanistic philo- 
sophy (Roche, 1973), In these theories, people are intentional beings 
who create and discover meaning; they are not simply actors carrying 
out meanings given in an objective reality. In addition, humans are 
defined as processes in continuous development over time, and in 
continuous interaction with environments in space. Morgan and Smircich 
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(1980) have provided a very useful table of the range of assumptions 
which underlie different research methods in the social sciences. The 
assumptions I outlined cluster in what they call the ‘subjectivist’ in 
contrast with ‘objectivist’ approaches. Lest these assumptions appear 
strange, however, Roche reminds us that these assumptions ‘are very 
much those of everyday common sense’ (1973, p. 297). An additional 
assumption is that disciplinary boundaries in academia have no counter- 
part in social reality, so a researcher is better off drawing on multiple 
disciplines than confining her/himself to only one, The above assump- 
tions have been part of the interpretive tradition in social science 
(Westkott, 1979). 

Personal preparation for ‘experiential analysis’ borrows from pheno- 
menology in the sense that phenomenologists attempt to suspend pre- 
conceptions about the matter they are about to study. Among pheno- 
menologists this is called ‘epoché’ (Husserl, 1931). Practically, this 
means that experiential] researchers will not do an extensive literature 
search before an investigation but rather after it, so as not to create 
self-fulfilling prophecies in their research. The researcher attempts to 
avoid bringing a priori categories to the project and therefore eliminates 
‘front-end instrumentation’ (Miles, 1979, p. 590). ‘The rigor of the 
research is thus dependent on its ability to maintain the “strangeness” 
and purity of the presuppositionlessness of experience’ (Kieffer, 1981). 

At the same time, the researcher investigates his/her own previous 
experiences, intentions, hopes, prejudices to try to understand what 
s/he is bringing to the study (some researchers recommend psycho- 
analysis as appropriate preparation; see Reinharz, 1979, p. 13). S/he 
also keeps a personal diary throughout the research process, keeping 
close touch with changing attitudes (e.g. Johnson, 1977). The record 
of the researcher’s feelings and ideas is also data, a clue to the nature 
of the social environment being studied (for examples, see Reinharz, 
1979, pp. 336-53). This record also draws one’s attention to the re- 
searcher as a human being, not a replaceable object, or in Phillips’s 
term, ‘a data-collecting machine ... (so that) another machine would 
obtain the same results’ (1971, p. 142). Many of one’s predispositions, 
when known, can be questions put to the persons one is studying — 
they need not be discarded.’ They are only ‘biases’ if they are not 
acknowledged or explored, as is almost always the case in positivist 
research. 

Finally, one tries to ground oneself in a rich array of experiences 
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so that one has comparisons on which to draw in understanding the 
thing being studied, so that one is not naive. This requirement com- 
bined with the previous one yields the following question — are you, 
the researcher, willing and able to experience the thing being studied 
or its environment? Are you motivated to do the study because of 
the hoped-for beneficial impact of the findings on your own life and 
the lives of others? 

Problem formulation has two necessary components: first that the 
research question be of sincere concern to the researcher and that it 
be of sincere concern to the subject(s) so that they will collaborate 
in uncovering the phenomenon? (For a discussion of the appropriate- 
ness of the terms ‘researcher’ and ‘subject,’ see p. 180). We should 
develop a ‘participatory model’ which ‘engage(s) the constituents of 
science (the public) and the participants in research (the subjects) in 
the scientific enterprise, that is, in the establishment of research priori- 
ties, data collection and data interpretation’ (Vaughter, 1976, p. 145). 
Hessler and New have provided a model of how such collaboration can 
be accomplished. They created a ‘research commune in Boston’s 
Chinatown in which community residents were partners in research’ 
(1972, p. 13). Formulating a problem in a way that is unalienating 
to the researcher can be accomplished if the researcher carried out a 
serious process of value-clarification in which s/he asks: what is a 
significant issue, why do I want to study this, what do I want to dis- 
cover, what will 1 do if I discover something very different, who will 
help, what help do they really need; what expenence of mine does 
this research quesuon reflect? 

To formulate a question of concern and interest to the ‘subjects’ 
makes it likely that they will collaborate’® If this is the case, the 
subject is likely to be interested in investing the time necessary to 
work through what is being learned in the project. This is likely if 
the research process provides an opportunity for catharsis or self- 
discovery, or if the research product is likely to provide resources or 
answers to pressing problems in living. Such a reconceptualization of 
the ‘subject role’ places demands on the investigator to seek approp- 
riate subjects, tapping into networks where subjects are recommended 
or referred only when one’s own trustworthiness as a researcher has 
been examined by referring persons. A revised notion of sampling 
becomes apparent, Since the trustworthiness of the researcher must 
be established in the eyes of the subject (as every participant observer 
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learns in the field since s/he does not control the environment), the 
experiential researcher can facilitate this process by providing clear 
opportunities to be interviewed, scrutinized and questioned by the 
subjects even after they have agreed to collaborate. One’s trustworthi- 
ness is not confined to what one says, of course, but also to how one 
acts and who one is. Collaborative problem formulation obviously 
precludes subject deception’ and completely alters the issue of human 
subject research reviews. Collaborative problem defining sometimes 
demands several problem redefinitons until the problem is suitable 
for joint researcher-population investigation. In other words, meaning- 
ful research builds on finding out what is meaningful to oneself and 
one’s research collaborators. Having subject input also minimizes 
researcher bias since it includes diverse points of view. 

The second component of problem formulation is that the question 
posed should be suitable for expenential analysis. Some appropriate 
formats include: what is the experience of ————, what is it like to be 
a ————, what happens in such an environment, what are the kinds 
of reactions to ————, what does —-——mean to people, how do 
certain persons talk about ————, what does a certain group think is 
significant about ———-—, etc. This type of question is open-ended and 
relatively unstructured. It allows the subject to demonstrate how s/he 
constructs his/her reality. It focuses on ‘what’s’ rather than ‘why’s’ 
(Valle and King, 1978), although, why can be asked later. From the 
material one collects, other questions can then be superimposed retro- 
spectively. 

Data gathering is the foundation of the research enterprise in the 
sense that one’s interpretations depend on how one’s information was 
obtained in the first place (Phillips, 1971). The exact conditions of 
data gathering are typically under-reported or frequently reported in 
a standardized manner obscuring a complete picture of what occurred. 
The more information is gathered by specific instruments designed to 
gather data, the more likely that we have created special ‘miniature 
social situations’ with their own characteristics (Hyman, 1949). The 
data collected in those situations tell us about behaviors, attitudes, 
etc,, in those situations, not necessarily in others. This is a general 
epistemological dilemma in the sense that all knowledge is contingent 
on the situation under which it is formed. 

Recognizing that there is no absolute way to overcome the Heisen- 
berg principle, the Hawthorne effect, artifact effects, response effects, 
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reactivity or artificiality, an experiential analysis strives to know 
others under multiple conditions that in combination approximate 
their lived reality. Thus experiential analysis strives to gather data 
in the natural setting(s) of the persons studied (Willems, 1969) and 
draws on participant observation research. Experienual analysis raises 
the question about whether we should study populations or networks 
rather than aggregated samples, recognizing that a ‘complete group’ 
has different merits from those of a ‘large n.’ Experiential research, 
as contrasted with positivistic research, relies on ‘small n’s’ since statis- 
tical tests need not be applied when interpreting meaning. Involve- 
ment in natural settings forces or allows one to be aware of environ- 
mental, architectural, climatic, botanical, etc., factors which are sig- 
nificant parts of people’s experience, but not frequently asked about 
in other methods, 

Similarly, gathering data in natural settings allows the researcher 
to play a background rather than foreground role — one is not mani- 
pulating the environment but is part of it. One can observe how people 
speak and act with each other rather than rely entirely on how they 
respond to you (Brandt, 1972). Several researchers have found major 
‘discrepancies’ between people’s reports to researchers about their 
behavior and the behavior the researcher sees the same people engage 
in when primarily in their own company (see Cole, 1976, pp. 163-4). 
An experiential analysis does not define these differences as ‘discrep- 
ancies’ but uses them as leads into the complex process of the con- 
struction of reality and/or the influence of social situations on people’s 
expression of beliefs or even perception (Asch, 1952). The data thus 
are of people’s being, not in the world of phenomenologists, but in 
situations to which they give meaning and which shapes their making 
of themselves and of meaning. 

The findings or interpretation of an experiential study requires a 
detailed ethnographic (Crowle, 1976) or ethological (Vaughter, 1976) 
description of the conditions under which the information was gathered. 
Experiential analysis does not utilize instruments such as psychological 
tests, checklists or coded questionnaires which do not use the sub- 
ject’s categories of thought and action, but it can be aided by tech- 
nologies that record audially or visually what is occurring. Many such 
researchers use tape recorders while conversing with people and then 
analyze the transcripts while listening to the recording (Cole, 1976). 
Such equipment frees the researcher from recording the conversation 
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by hand while it is occurring or laboriously reconstructing it afterward. 
The tape recording allows reliving the experience afterward and helps 
the researcher to understand her/his own contribution to the conver- 
sation. The transcript allows the researcher to present interpretations 
drawing on the language of subjects. 

Data gathering in natural settings can alert the researcher to the 
presence of information that is already available in the setting such 
as archives, reports, newspapers, posters, letters, diaries, photo albums, 
etc, — material that historians typically use. Data gathering in the 
experiential mode is not exclusively data creating, but can really be 
‘gathering up’ what is already there. 

Experiential data are not confined to talk but can/should include 
meaningful action that persons engage in, the processes and activities 
that compose people’s lives. As we examine human living in ordinary 
settings we will uncover new kinds of data that can be collected — 
many of these unobtrusive measures have not been imagined yet. An 
analogy here is psychoanalysis which retrieved dreams, slips of the 
tongue, jokes, etc., from the domain of triviality and brought them 
center-stage as crucial data for understanding the self. Thus experienual 
analysis is self-consciously methodologically innovative, continuously 
seeking new types of data and varied types of natural settings (e.g. 
Whyte’s use of bowling scores in Whyte, 1943). 

To begin to appreciate the range of settings which constitute people’s 
lives, one need only look to the work of Barker (1968) or follow a 
subject around his/her day. We certainly must be aware of the fact 
that one’s own race, class, religion and gender predispose us to con- 
sider some settings more interesting and important than others, even 
though this half-conscious evaluation might be entirely discordant 
with the views of the subject. As various researchers have noted, re- 
searchers often do not understand the diversity of settings and niches 
in which people perform well (friendship networks, neighbors, church 
relationships, voluntary associations) and focus instead on settings 
designed and controlled by professionals. 

The research process that includes researcher exposure to the set- 
tings in which people live does not fit the hierarchical research model 
which consists of a team of numerous persons earning differential pay 
and charged with varying tasks. Roth (1966) has shown that the data 
gathered by subordinates tend to be distorted by their alienation. 
Reliance on such teams can result in situations where the principal 
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researcher completes a study without ever having encountered the 
studied phenomenon. It is this direct contact with the subjects’ experi- 
enced reality which is the occasion of the researcher’s experiential 
knowledge about the phenomenon (e.g., Coles, 1974). To insist upon 
the direct involvement of the principal researcher with the research 
participants would change the research process: the sample would be 
smaller, the opportunities for apprenticeships would be fewer (since 
the principal investigator would take on more tasks), and perhaps, 
unfortunately, researchers who are less physically mobile would be 
more restricted in their selecuon of research topics. But the decrease 
in project scale would make research less dependent on and therefore 
less influenced by major funding sources, an important consideration 
in the coming years, For those projects that nevertheless require a 
team, the drawbacks of multi-person research can be reduced if col- 
lecuvist organizational principles are followed (Rothschild-Whitt, 
1979) and if the persons doing the writing have been in the field and 
have engaged in joint reflective encounters with the subjects. The 
creation of noncompetitive, collaborative teams, particularly if they 
are interdisciplinary, is very difficult, indicating the extent to which the 
opposite features are endemic to our relationships (e.g., Bronfenbrenner 
and Devereux, 1952; Vidich and Bensman, 1971). To this end, feminist 
researchers have begun to set up research collectives. 

The collaborative relation among researchers is mirrored in the 
collaborative relation between the researcher and subjects. The very 
use of the terms ‘researcher’ and ‘subject’ is awkward here in that 
they are part of the traditional model. Our language shapes our world 
so it is important to consider other language. The conventional view 
of the subject is one on whom research operations are performed, 
rendering him/her passive, in essence ‘an object,’ or in Buber’s words, 
an ‘it,’ or in other words a ‘not I.’ Perceiving others as submissive 
objects complements mechanistic means of knowing about those 
objects. Because researchers have prestige and other kinds of power 
(e.g., they are more likely to be white, male, middle class, articulate, 
and are definitely more likely than their subjects to be in control 
of the research setting), the likelihood exists that the research subject 
will be manipulated and the data s/he gives will be colored by that 
state, The Milgram study of obedience to the authority of the re- 
searcher (1963) is a clear example of this phenomenon, Daniels’s 
essay (1967) about her inability to gain control of the research situ- 


Experiential analysis/181 


ation because she was a woman studying the military (a role she calls 
the low-caste stranger) illustrates the limits of researcher power. ‘De- 
humanized knowing implies treating other men (sic) as objects’ (Collins, 
1977, p. 63). By contrast the researcher stance which perceives the 
‘subject’ as collaborator produces ‘communication through dialogue 
with others to determine how they experience reality’ (Ibid.). Knowing 
which does not reflect the reality lived by others, which is anti-dia- 
logical, is aruficial and incomplete. 

To translate these ideas into the activity of experiential analysis is 
to adopt a non-hierarchical, non-authontarian, non-manipulative, 
humble relation to the ‘subject’ — perhaps the attitude of student 
rather than expert is a useful analogy. Wolff (1971) uses the term 
‘surrender’ to characterize the researcher’s stance of receptivity to 
anything the subject offers. Vaughter describes the relation as one of 
‘equality, sharing and trust’ (1976, p. 146). Such a relation needs to be 
prepared, explained and developed, since the two parties begin as 
strangers. In the case of the ‘research commune,’ Hessler and New 
write, ‘Our first task was to write a paper establishing the structure 
and function of the commune’ (1972, p. 13). Beyond these formalities, 
relationships must be cultivated by sharing experiences, The relation 
is more likely to develop as an I-thou dialogue if the ‘subject’ is as 
eager to explore his/her own way of constructing meaning as is the 
researcher, and if s/he feels as much in control of the situation as does 
the researcher. These are the elements of collaboration. Similarly, the 
researcher as student rather than expert must remember to convey this 
stance in personal, direct, colloquial speech, particularly in being open 
and ‘owning’ one’s statements. In Freire’s view (1970) both researcher 
and ‘subject’ are students. 

The data gathering process, which is a recording of meaning as it 
is constructed in the dialogue, comes to an end when both or all partes 
(if there is a group) feel saturated, depleted, complete. The time re- 
quired to achieve this cognitive¢emotive state varies with the person. 
Frequently the onenting open-ended questions posed by the researcher 
have been addressed or redefined by the subject, additional topics are 
raised which are of significance to the subject; these then are explored 
further by both, until the subject matter (and the persons) is exhausted. 
A break of a few days, weeks or even longer can be used and then 
another meeting can take place in which the previous dialogue is re- 
viewed to see if the researcher has adequately understood and if further 
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explorations should take place (see Coles, 1974). Since the researcher 
uses the assumption that meaning is being constructed rather than 
information simply given, time and context have to be provided in a 
flexible way for the meaning to be clarified. A phrase to describe this 
process could be ‘multiple depth conversations.’ A phrase to describe 
the continuous clarification of the emergent meaning would be ‘shared 
feedback loops’ or ‘joint interpretation of meaning’ or ‘unpredictable 
discovery based on intersubjecuvity’ (Westkott, 1979). 

The role of the subject in conventional research is confined to 
‘giving data’ or extends to receiving the report or feedback after the 
researcher has performed the analysis, In collaborative experiential 
research the subject’s role expands to all phases of research. It begins 
with shared topic formulation — the participants acting as partners 
or consultants in shaping the research focus, selecting research pro- 
cedures and their implementations; collaborating in data analysis 
and publication, or at least monitoring publications before their dis- 
semination. Although Hessler and New (1972) describe an actual 
instance of this collaboration, in some sense complete partnership 
remains an ideal type like complete detachment, which is approxi- 
mated but never entirely achieved. The presently constituted research 
ethics of privacy and confidentiality are not what is needed alone. 
Rather there should be a new research ethic of participation. 

Data analysis is typically described by theorists of participant 
observation as proceeding concurrently with data collection. If it 
does not, then questions which arise in the data analysis phase will 
have to remain unanswered. If the two proceed together then the 
researcher will have a project-specific indication as to when to stop 
collecting data, i.e., when s/he and her/his collaborators better under- 
stand the phenomenon being studied. 

Data analysis is an activity based on a cognitive mode different 
from data gathering: reflective rather than active, solitary rather than 
interactional. The recorded experiences, conversation transcripts, 
pieces of information are compiled, reduced and examined for their 
interactions (patterns) and basic themes. The more significant is ex- 
tracted from the less significant within a system of meaning. Parts 
are strung together to make new wholes — simplicity is sought beneath 
the complexity. The somewhat imprecise preceding statements are 
intended to convey the reflective analytic stance taken toward the 
data, which is humanistic rather than mechanistic. Perhaps it draws on 
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a feminine cognitive style — not in the pejorative sense of sentimental, 
irrational or unscientific, but in the positive sense of artistic, sensitive, 
integrated, deep, intersubjective, empathic, associative, affective, open, 
personalized, aesthetic, receptive. 

The feminine mode draws on the interplay of figure and ground 
rather than on the dominance of either; on the contextualized, not 
dissociated. As interpretations are made and recorded, the remaining 
data are examined to see if and how they corroborate or refute the 
ongoing analysis. There are no rules for data analysis except one — 
that the analysis draw heavily on the language of the persons studied, 
i.e., that it is grounded, The language of the researcher, which holds the 
analysis together, must be evocative and communicative, not jargon, 
It produces a document that is readable and usable. It addresses a 
second audience with the intention of fostering a dialogue — whereas 
the first audience was the subject, the second is the reader. If it suc- 
ceeds it will create a ‘felt response’ (Gendlin, 1965-66), an encounter 
with the reader. 

Although new questions arise during data collection, data analysis 
refers back to the original questions which propelied the study — what 
is it, why is it this way, what does it mean, how do its parts connect, 
etc.? Simultaneously, it integrates other research literature and points 
out similarities and differences, 

The analysis also proceeds with participation from the research 
subjects. Here is yet another source of validity built into the orien- 
tation. Since throughout the project meaning is assumed to be a con- 
structive, ongoing process, there is no final interpretation valid ‘for all 
times’ but simply an adequate interpretation which is endorsed by 
participants, confirmed by readers and cognitively satisfying the re- 
searcher. An adequate interpretation, ironically, does not give definitive 
answers but keeps the dialogue going. 

Finally, as the analytic phase draws to a close, the self-reflective 
phase assumes prominence. In addition to posing questions to oneself 
such as — how have I grown in this process; how have my values deep- 
ened or changed, etc. — one also asks ‘sociology of knowledge’ ques- 
tions — what cultural values does my analysis reflect, what are the socio- 
political conditions illuminated by the interpretation, what is the impact 
of my age, race, sex or other attributes on what I believe I have found? 
These questions draw on reflections after writing the analysis but also 
on the research diary kept throughout the project. 
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Experiential analysis: insights from another research project 


The parameters and ingredients of the ‘experiential analysis’ method 
have been described briefly as an ideal type of research process. In my 
own experience I have not yet been able to implement the procedures 
completely, but nevertheless in the process of trying, 1 have learned 
my limitations as well as those of the method and of a particular set- 
ting. In my last extensive research project (fieldwork 1979-80) it was 
very difficult to establish a collaborative relation with the community 
as a whole, although it was possible to do so with the individuals who 
constituted the community. Many times | experienced community 
pressure to act like a conventional researcher and do the work myself 
rather than ask for extensive collaboration, Similarly some individuals 
expressed interest in serving as collaborators while others would not 
participate at all if others did. Thus researchers working in natural 
settings become part of the political web of those settings, and the 
procedures they have prepared in advance in the sanctity of academia 
can not be neatly operationalized. Similarly | learned that some people 
expect researchers to fulfill expectations of what a researcher does — 
ask a set of prepared questions, quantify results, etc. Whenever I en- 
countered people who wished me to behave in ways that did not suit 
the purpose at hand, | wondered if I should ‘educate’ them as to the 
ment of the alternative method, or should I become flexible and 
respond to each ‘subject’ as s/he wished? 

A second set of problems concerned data analysis — the problem is 
that since the materials have to be carefully digested, some time is 
required. To the extent that one’s research is problem-oriented, the 
time lag may allow the problem to have changed betore the interpre- 
tation has been fully articulated, let alone converted into an imple- 
mented solution. The experiential method appears thus more likely 
to produce an informed understanding of the nature of the pheno- 
menon than a quick overview or remedy for a given problem, This 
limitation of the expericnual method could discourage feminists who 
are interested in documentng policy relevant issues in ways that 
convince even skeptical others of the presence of discrimination or 
harassment against women (or another group) or who would like to 
demonstrate that women’s (or another nondominant group’s) abilities 
are equivalent to men’s under equally supportive circumstances. 

Much more discussion needs to take place, however, about what in 
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fact has been policy-affecting research. Just because research appears 
to be conducive to shaping policy does not mean that it does so. 
Riesmann (1972) has shown, for instance, that social science and 
the development of social policy operate in time cycles that are out-of- 
sync. To what extent do ‘policies’ (e.g., preventing discrimination 
based on sex, etc.) actually break down the patriarchal or oppressive 
nature of society, or is it factors of another kind (e.g., economic) 
that are more likely to produce such effects? Has it not been true 
that making the private consciousness public and consequently em- 
powered has transformed society more than trying to protect people 
by transient public policies? 

The problems I encounter as | attempt to implement the emerg- 
ing ‘experiential analytic’ methodology seem minor in comparison with 
the quality of relations that | develop with people involved in the study 
and the quality of the understanding that emerges from those relations. 
The end of a project does not mean the end of those relations, but 
does mean the cessation of the in-depth conversations which I experi- 
ence as a deep loss. The publication by feminist scholars at a prolific 
rate of their criticisms of conventional methodology, the presentation 
of symposia at conferences, the development of courses and seminars 
on alternative methodologies}? lend not only support to the continuing 
effort to fashion an alternative research method but also contribute 
new ideas for its refinement. After spending several years in private 
contemplation of my distress with social-science research strategies, 
it is an unimaginably gratifying expenence to engage in dialogues with 
other feminist researchers who help clarify my thinking and share this 
perspective. These are good omens for further methodological break- 
throughs, 


Notes 


1 One way to answer this question is to consider a society's approved knowl- 
edge and way of knowing as the quintessential embodiments of the society’s 
basic orientation, Parsons developed a vocabulary for discussing these basic 
Orientations, calling them ‘pattern variables.’ As we all are taught in intro- 
ductory sociology, our modern culture is characterized by affective neu- 
trality, collectivity orientation, particularism, achievement (or performance), 
and specificity, rather than affectvity, self-orientation, universalism, 
ascription (or quality), and diffuseness (Parsons and Shils, 1951). In my 
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judgment, the mainline methodologies of sociology and psychology em- 
body the former orientations, whereas the alternative methodologies 
proposed by feminist and other critics of the social sciences build on the 
latter orientations. 

One also risks being considered immature, Mullin writes that adulthood 
favors the positivist characteristics of certainty and stability whereas 
adolescence favors immersion and awe (1981, p. 120). Since, of course, 
the scientific attitude is not the typical stance of research subjects, it is 
likely that researchers consider their subjects immature too! 

From Reinharz (1979, pp. 11-12). 

From Reinharz (1979, pp. 14-15). 

There are already at least nine textbooks on the subject of qualitative 
research: Bruyn (1966); Glaser and Strauss (1967); McCall and Simmons 
(1969); Filstead (1970); Glaser (1978); Runkel and McGrath (1972); 
Schatzman and Strauss (1973); Bogdan and Taylor (1975); Smith (1975). 
There are also many monographs and collections of retrospective accounts 
of qualitative field research, e.g., Adams and Preiss (1960); Vidich, Bens- 
man and Stein (1971); Bowen (1964); Powdermaker (1966); Golde (1970); 
Wax (1971); Reinharz (1979); among others. 

For a description of a project that suffered because of a lack of a pre- 
determined framework and an argument that there needs to be one, see 
Miles (1979). 

A very clear and productive use of this procedure can be found in the dis- 
sertauion of Barry Wolff (1979). 

For numerous examples see Reason and Rowan (1981). 

For a report by one feminist researcher who carried out these procedures, 
see Marti Bombyk (1981) unpublished paper, available from the author, 
This complementarity of sincerity as an essential ingredient in research is 
similar to a discussion by Argyris, Stimulated by Carl Rogers, Chris Argyris 
writes that people who behave in accordance with their values are behaving 
genuinely. They then are sometimes able to behave genuinely in a way that 
encourages others to behave genuinely. If genuineness is experienced by 
both parties, the relationship is called authentic. As researchers, we should 
be interested only in information derived from authentc relations. 

To eliminate deception means to preclude deliberately misin forming sub- 
jects, Sull acceptable, in my view, is to tell subjects that one is interested 
in understanding people’s spontaneous behavior. In order to maintain 
spontaneity without being deceptive, the researcher may choose not to 
specify which behavior is of interest. To inform people of one’s exact 
observational focus is to dramatically intervene in their behavior. For an 
insightful related discussion of how subjects deceive researchers and re- 
searchers deceive themselves, see Crowle (1976). 

For example, the First Annual National Summer Institute in Women’s 
Studies (1981) held in Ann Arbor, Michigan, trained a group of women’s 
scholars from an international pool in a ‘Feminist Transformation of the 
Curriculum.’ An element of the training program is a feminist research 
methodology workshop. 
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‘Back into the personal’ or: our 
attempt to construct 
‘feminist research’ 


Liz Stanley and Sue Wise 


Our feminist research 


Like most academic feminists, we are involved in a search fora way of 
doing research, and of writing about this, that will encapsule ‘femin- 
ism.’ We attempt to relate feminist principles and beliefs to living 
feminism within everyday life, to living as feminists doing research, 
and we have written about this in our book, Breaking Out (1983). The 
purpose of this paper is to draw together more succinctly some of our 
ideas about why and how such links between beliefs, life and research 
might be made, Although this sounds somewhat grandiose, we see it as 
one of the prime tasks of academic feminism in the social sciences! 

For us, feminism is a way of living our lives rather than a set of 
beliefs or a style of revolutionary rhetoric or a means of analysis. 
Indeed, we believe that it is only within the doing of feminism that 
any feminist revolution lies, By this we mean that ‘the feminist revolu- 
uon’ isn’t anything that'll occur some Thursday (or Saturday or . . .) in 
March (or September or ...). It is occurring — now, It occurs as and 
when women, individually and together, hesitantly and rampantly, 
joyously and with deep sorrow, come to see our lives differently and 
to reject externally imposed frames of reference for understanding 
these lives, instead beginning the slow process of constructing our own 
ways of seeing them, understanding them, and living them. For us, 
the insistence on the deeply political nature of everyday life and on 
seeing political change as personal change is, quite simply, ‘feminism’, 
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‘Women are oppressed’ is a truism which we believe needs critical 
explication because, while self-evident to feminists on one level, on 
another it hides a multitude of complexities, ambiguities, and contra- 
dictions, This, and similar truisms, need examining through a close 
scrutiny of the fabric of our everyday lives. It doesn’t need yet more 
generalised statements and assumptions made about it but instead 
examination of it. We believe that the present style of feminist theory, 
with its vast generalisations about ‘the family,’ ‘patnarchy’ and other 
structural abstractions based on yet more vast assumptions about 
‘women’s’ experiences (always other women's) has landed us with 
theory, research, and a style of doing both, that ts traditional, struc- 
tural, and fundamentally anti-feminist. 

Feminism is no unitary phenomenon and within the feminist body 
politic there are, to put it mildly, disagreements. Feminists can treat 
those women who don’t agree with us as falsely conscious, stupid, 
malicious, as not ‘real,’ ‘right-on’ feminists. Or we can start off from 
the assumption that they’re probably just as sensible and well-meaning 
as we are, and try to examine how such disagreements arise. And as we 
say this about disagreements between feminists, so we say it about 
those between women who define themselves as feminists and those 
who don’t. We believe that these anse from material differences in 
women’s lives. By ‘material differences’ we mean real events and experi- 
ences in women’s lives. Our materialist analysis isn’t one which separ- 
ates off the ‘subjective’ social world from the ‘objective’ one, idealism 
from materialism, nor involvement and emotion from reason and 
analysis? Therefore, we find preferable a definition of ‘material’ which 
accepts as axiomatic that if something is real in its consequences then 
it is real to the person experiencing those consequences? 

Closely connected to these ideas is our understanding that the 
notion of ‘false consciousness’, with its underlying assumption of lower 
and higher states of consciousness, is basically positivist in nature, In 
brief, ‘positivism’ is an ontological approach, a way of seeing and 
constructing the world, which insists that ‘physical’ and ‘social’ worlds 
are in all essentials the same. Positivism claims that in any occurrence 
there is one true set of events (‘the facts’) which is discoverable by 
reference to witnesses of various kinds, including people as ‘eye witnes- 
ses’ and material evidence of other kinds. It describes social reality as 
‘objectivity constituted’ and so insists that there is one true ‘real’ 
reality. And it suggests that researchers can objectively find out this 
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real reality because they remove themselves from involvement in what 
they study. 

Basic to these assumptions is the ‘subject/object’ dichotomy. Posi- 
tivism sees what is studied as an ‘object’. ‘The subject’ is the researcher, 
and she can stand back from the object/s of study (people), can look 
at it/them objectively and dispassionately. And sometimes implicit, 
but frequently explicit, within the positivist canon of belief is also a 
sanctification of the power relationship between researcher and re- 
searched. Positivism sees the researcher/theoretician as more compet- 
ent, because more ‘objective’, in understanding other people's lives 
(always other people’s) than are the people who live them. The ability 
to do this is seen as the prerogative of only ‘the scientific mind’, trained 
and operating within a scientific ethic which insists on scrupulous 
removal of commitment and value. 

Closely associated with this is positivism’s negative orientation to 
‘the particular’, the specific, and to lived experience of all kinds. It 
eschews the particular, seeing it as overparticular and thus as incapable 
of generating generalisations from the few to the many. It sees indi- 
vidual experience as essentially subjective and therefore not properly 
‘scientific’ unless collected together to produce generalizations, 

Both as feminists and as social scientists we find these aspects of 
positivism objectionable. Few of our objections, if any, are unique to 
us and derive from a flourishing critique of positivism within the social 
sciences. We reject the idea that scientists, or feminists, can become 
experts in other people’s lives. And we reject the belief that there is 
one true real reality to become experts about. We feel that feminism’s 
present renaissance has come about precisely because many women 
have rejected other people’s (men’s) interpretations of our lives. Femin- 
ism insists that women should define and interpret our own experi- 
ences, and that we need to re-define and rename what other people 
(men, experts) have previously defined and named for us. And so 
feminism argues that ‘the personal’, lived experience, is intensely 
political and immensely important politically. Each of these aspects 
of feminism stands in opposition to the basic tenets of positivism. 
Feminism either directly states or implies that the personal is the 
political; that the personal and the everyday are important and inter- 
esting and must be the subject of feminist inquiry; that other people's 
realities mustn’t be downgraded, sneered at or otherwise patronised; 
that feminists must attempt to reject the scientist/person dichotomy 


‘Back into the personal’/195 


and, in doing so, must endeavour to dismantle the power relationship 
which exists between researchers and researched. 

And as we see feminism so we see, and try to construct, feminist 
research. We not only want to do research, we also want to ‘be re- 
searchers’ in the same way that we try to ‘be feminists’. We don’t 
see our feminism as something which we simply add into an esta- 
blished way of doing anything, including research. We believe that 
feminist research should be the doing of feminism in another con- 
text. We don’t believe that ‘doing feminist research’ requires activities 
or procedures other than those which we ordinarily use in ordinarily 
understanding ourselves as people and as feminists in the social world. 

Other feminist researchers are attempting to grapple with the self- 
same problem of how to do feminist research? Interesting and insight- 
ful though these attempts are, they leave out any detailed account of 
the process by which research is carried out. We don’t mean what 
‘technique’ was used when, in order to find out what, but rather the 
interaction that takes place between the researcher and the researched 
(whether other people, or books, or statistical tables or . . .), including 
the ways in which researchers come to know and understand what we 
do. The position of the researcher, as the source of ‘what we, the 
readers, know about this research’, is left inviolate. 

Feminist research must confront these issues. ‘The personal’ must 
be included as much more than data fodder, for understanding our 
experience of our everyday lives is crucial in understanding our oppres- 
sion, And ‘everyday life’ is after all what we spend our lives doing. 
What people spend their lives doing must obviously be the subject of 
research; what all women (including feminists) spend our lives doing 
must obviously be the subject of feminist research? 

Closely connected to this is our belief that the process of research 
must be central to any account of ‘feminist research’. This is because 
without including an account of this process the sources of the re- 
searcher’s knowledge are hidden from scrutiny. We don’t know how 
or why she claims to know what she does; and she remains hidden 
although central. A consequence of prime importance for feminism is 
that here the power relationship between researcher and researched 
remains fundamentally unchanged and unchallenged. 

We feel very strongly that these issues are crucially important. 
Firstly, our belief that ‘the personal is the political’ demands that 
we take a principled stand on them. Secondly, we believe that without 
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confronting them the most important, and certainly the most interest- 
ing, aspects of research are omitted from ‘the research’ as it is reported 
and made public. For us an explication of how/why (we see these as 
indivisible) researchers come to know what we do is the most intel- 
lectually demanding feature of any research. It is also within such an 
explication of the bases of knowledge that alternative means of using 
‘the personal’ are to be found. 

But of course in order to examine ‘the personal’ in this way it’s 
necessary to locate not only the researched but also the researcher, thus 
making her extremely vulnerable in ways usually avoided by researchers 
like the plague, We now try to explain this ‘vulnerability’ in more detail 
as it is central to later sections of this paper. 


Feminist research as we envisage it wouldn’t be concerned with replicat- 
ing existing social science through the inclusion of women, It would 
instead explore the bases of our everyday knowledge as women, as 
feminists and as social scientists. It would do this by starting from the 
experiences of the researcher as a person in a situation. Researchers, 
like all new members of situations, have to find out what’s going on in 
them. How we find out, how we come to know what members of it 
know, is what feminist research should be concerned with. And in do- 
ing this we must make available to others the reasoning procedures 
which underlie the knowledge produced out of ‘research’. We must say 
bow we find out what we do, and not just what we find out. 

Traditionally, social science identifies people’s understandings of 
their experiences as deficient or incompetent, The only certain way to 
avoid doing this is to move away from presenting ‘them’ as the focus 
of the research and instead present ourselves in the form of our under- 
standings about what's going on, by examining these in any given con- 
text. We must make ourselves vulnerable and not hide behind what 
‘they’ are supposed to think and do. 

‘Vulnerability’ thus makes absolutely explicit the centrality of 
researchers in al] research processes. All research necessarily comes to 
us through the active and central involvement of researchers, who 
necessarily interpret and construct what's going on, There is no other 
way to ‘do’ either research or life. 

We find such an approach to research preferable to any other, but 
not because we claim for it any greater facility in getting at ‘truth’, at 
real reality. We find it preferable because it openly eschews any alleg- 
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lance to ideas about truth, instead being concerned to present ‘this, | 
how I understand it’. This is what is frequently written off as subjec- 
uvity, although we don’t see it as in any way inferior to or even very 
different from what’s presented to us as ‘objectivity’. 

We aren’t suggesting research concerned only with the researcher 
as an atomised individual, nor with recording her innermost sensations 
and feelings, We believe that people are social beings and that ‘the 
individual’ is rather to be seen as a member of society. It has been sug- 
gested to us that what we’re proposing is mere self-indulgence, While 
rejecting the ‘mere’, we also believe that it is self-indulgent to do any- 
thing other than what we suggest. Most social science research, and 
most feminist research, has been riddled with the self-indulgences of 
people who have refused to face up squarely to their own active involve- 
ment within the central processes of constructing research, Vulner- 
ability, as we see it, is no easy, sloppy or selfinvolved exercise in 
relating inner thoughts, feelings and fantasies. It involves us in a disci- 
plined, scholarly and rigorous explication of the bases of our knowledge 
by tying in such an explication to a detailed analysis of the contexts 
in which such knowledge is generated® 


‘The personal is the political’ rules, OK? 


We've argued that to omit ‘the personal’ is to omit the central intel- 
lectual and practical experiences of research, This is particularly regret- 
table in feminist research, for research which involves women necessarily 
involves the feminist researcher in issues concerning her relationship 
with them,’ and research which involves men necessarily involves the 
feminist researcher in experiences of sexism. Our particular research 
involved men and experiences of sexism of the grossest kind, being 
concerned with obscene phone calls. However, even in less extreme 
situations similar, although more subtle, experiences of sexism occur. 
That we discuss a particularly gross example of sexism in no way 
invalidates the point we make; rather it makes the point particularly 
clearly because it uses such an extreme example. We believe that 
wherever research involves people, whether in the flesh or in books, 
issues about sexism arise and similar possibilities for exploring these 
exist? 

Our experiences of obscene phone calls weren’t produced as part 
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of any academic exercise. Their occurrence was linked to our involve- 
ment in the gay movement in Britain, Between 1971 and about 1976 
our home telephone number was a contact number for several local 
gay groups, and for most of this time it was a contact number for the 
local lesbian group we were involved in. The obscene calls originate 
from the time it became exclusively associated with the lesbian group. 
For a period of time in 1975 and 1976 our number was very widely 
advertised and during this time we received up to forty obscene calls 
a day? 

The obscene phone calls dominated our lives, They could, and did, 
occur at any time of the day and night and thus, in a purely physical 
sense, intruded on our lives to a very marked degree. The calls domin- 
ated our lives in another sense too, because to be subjected to a con- 
stant barrage of obscenity and sexually-objecufying threats and remarks 
is to experience ‘sexism’ and ‘women’s oppression’ in a very direct 
way indeed. Few women who have not experienced them can appreci- 
ate exactly how threatening and disturbing is the sexual assault that an 
obscene call constitutes. We spent a great deal of our lives thinking 
about the obscene calls and in particular what they told us about the 
nature of the oppression of lesbians, what they told us about the 
oppression of women generally and what they told us about the links 
between the two. 

A lot of people appear to see obscene phone callers as sexually 
frustrated and pathetic littl men, as men who are in some sense not 
responsible for their acuons. Some indeed see their activities as victim- 
precipitated!® However, we came to see that the men who rang us 
were in no way pathetic or to be pitied. We insist that what such men 
say must be treated absolutely seriously at its face-value, as presented 
to us by them. Obscene phone callers deliberately and consciously 
choose to verbally assault particular women in the most violent ways. 
In doing so, they mouth absolutely clearly their utmost contempt for 
all women. They insist that all women are nothing but objects, holes 
between legs, cunts, to be used. The publication of our telephone 
number gave them the opportunity to articulate this contempt in 
anonymity and so with no repercussion in the rest of their lives, 

Initially we saw the calls simply as an expression of the threat 
that many heterosexual men feel about lesbians. Later we were aston- 
ished to find that many gay men too experienced them as sexually 
arousing. In confidence, and usually in less immediately objectionable 
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terms, many men of all sexual orientations told us how they too found 
the calls sexually exciting, how they too were turned on by them. 
Soon it began to appear as though just about every man who heard 
about them shared the callers’ feelings, not about lesbianism but about 
the relauonship between sex and violence and the total desirability of 
a, the, any, erect penis. 

From women the reaction was different but often no less disturbing 
to us. Most lesbians, whether homosexual or bisexual, feminist or not, 
saw elements of their own experiences with men reflected in the calls. 
But many heterosexual women we talked to have said that, while they 
can see that the calls may have been annoying or intrusive, they believe 
our feelings about the calls, and our analysis of them, are ‘extreme’ — 
over-reaction, paranoia from (man-hating?) lesbians. Such reactions 
from other feminists were very upsetting to us; they seem so very 
similar to the responses that people make to the feminist insistence 
that women are oppressed. Our feeling is that these women see our 
interpretations of the calls as not only invalid for them but also invalid 
for us. Our decision to end the research was partly due to our feelings 
about heterosexual ‘sisters’ reactions as well as our weariness at being 
used as total sexual objects by callers. 

Because of these research experiences our analysis of the basis of 
women’s oppression changed. Our original understanding of women’s 
oppression was a thorough-going idealism. It involved the belief that 
‘patriarchy’ is an ideology reflected in institutions and negotiated 
through interactions. We came to adopta ‘materialist’ theory of women’s 
oppression as promulgated and presented to us by the callers them- 
selves. We now think that women’s oppression is derived from phal- 
locentrism. The obscene phone callers identify power and the penis as 
in some sense synonymous. They also express very clearly indeed their 
belief that those without penes, those who are or who can be pene- 
trated by penes, are without power and therefore are the legitimate 
objects of their contempt, there merely for use by those who have the 
penis and thus power, In a very real sense indeed the callers see penis- 
possessors as ‘people’ and those without them as less than fully human. 

We ‘adopted’ this theory because we came to understand that 
people’s stated motives and interpretations are, because they’re stated, 
important to them. Because of this, they are to be taken seriously and 
studied. Our feeling is that sexist men are a perfectly valid, and very 
useful, source of information about sexism. In other words, we came 
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to take other people and their understandings as seriously as we take 
our own, 

We see this shortened account of our research on obscene phone 
calls as an appropriate means of conveying, as immediately and con- 
vincingly as we know how, that the researcher’s ‘personal’ is abso- 
lutely central to the research process. We believe that discussions of 
experience grounded in a context do this more successfully than 
any abstract account can. An abstract account would have been very 
different. For a start it would have excluded us as lesbians, which 
would have fundamentally altered many aspects of what we said and 
how we said it. It would also have excluded any account of the many 
ways in which we changed our opinions, actions and theoretical under- 
standings, including our understanding of women’s oppression, for 
without including ‘us’ as ‘subjective’ persons there would have been 
nothing to center this around. 

What we've described here is a very crude and superficial way of 
examining ‘the personal’, All we’ve outlined have been some of the 
more obvious things that occurred in our work on obscene phone 
calls. However, it is absent from most research, most feminist research 
too, although it constitutes only a minimal way of accounting for ‘the 
personal’ and is a first step only. 

We now go on to briefly examine how and why feminist research 
can go further in recovering the personal. In essence, we see this as 
going back into the everyday in order to explicate all the many features 
of it, rather than the call to ‘go beyond’ the personal (as though this 


were possible) demanded by some?! 


Back into the personal 


We've stated, as clearly and unequivocably as we can, our conviction 
that the essence of feminism lies in its re-evaluation of ‘the personal’ 
and its insistence on the location of ‘politics’ and ‘revolution’ within 
the minutiae of the everyday. If we take this insistence on the impor- 
tance of the everyday scriously, and we believe that feminists ought, 
then we need the means to research it. Part of this ‘means’ lies within 
what is already immediately available to us — our consciousness of 
ourselves as women and feminists within sexist society}? the other 
lies within more technical aspects of explicating the personal. How- 
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ever, both the ambivalent relationship between academic feminism 
and the WLM in Britain? and the assumption that consciousness- 
raising and exploring ‘the personal’ are synonymous, has occasioned 
a general reluctance (to put it no stronger) to look for, examine, try 
out, other means of explicating the everyday. We believe there’s been 
a general flight of academic feminists into ‘theoretical’ and eminently 
traditional forms of analysis. 

In case there’s any misunderstanding about this, we should say 
we're in no way opposed to theorising as such. We’ve already said 
that all people (even academics) theorise out of the stuff of our every- 
day lives. What we are opposed to is what we call ‘de-corticated’ theory. 
This kind of theory is based on general principles arrived at indepen- 
dently of any detailed examination of the facts or phenomenon to be 
explained. It is essentially speculative and concerned with abstractions, 
not knowledge grounded in living experience. For us, such an approach 
yields over-generalised mush. It sounds clever and academically respect- 
able because of what it talks about and how it talks about it, but it 
determinedly mysufies and is applicable to no one.and nothing in 
particular.* As an alternative to this we’re looking for an approach 
which combines the analysis of substantive work with theory which 
arises out of this, rather than seemingly separating theory and experi- 
ence, We say ‘seemingly’ because of course all theory is expenentially 
based, although this uncomfortable fact is normally bracketed away. 
And so we’re particularly interested in looking to those approaches 
which share with feminism its interest in the personal and in focusing 
on the everyday as a topic in its own right. 

There are a number of existing social science approaches which start 
from people’s experiences of and within everyday life and which treat 
these absolutely seriously. By ‘seriously’ we mean that they accept that 
experiences and understandings are absolutely valid for the person 
providing them. Of course these approaches contain their own share of 
sexism. However, we feel that their basic assumptions about the validity 
and importance of the everyday have much more in common with our 
kind of feminism than structural and other positivist approaches do. 

We feel that academic feminism has gratuitously dismissed the pos- 
sible contribution of those perspectives which focus on the personal, 
accept the validity of experience, and see the need to concentrate 
academic work on the everyday as a topic in its own right. Of course 
we recognise that any ‘alliance’ between feminism and any other 
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perspective is fraught with danger, particularly the danger of (attemp- 
ted or successful) takeover, of the colonisation of feminism, And so we 
aren’t proposing any such alliance. We’re first, foremost, and last, 
feminists; not feminist-phenomenologists, feminist-marxists or feminist 
hyphen anything else. Our interest and concern is with feminism and 
feminist revolution. And because of this we believe that feminism 
should borrow, steal, change, modify and use for its own purposes 
any and everything from anywhere that looks of interest and of use to 
it, but that we must do this critically. 

Both of us arrived at our ideas about ‘recovering the personal’ 
through explicating our everyday experiences by using various ideas 
and insights from ethnomethodology, drawn out of our initial interest 
in symbolic interactionism’* Symbolic interactionism is concerned 
with everyday life and with face-to-face relationships of all kinds, 
whether these are interactions on the street, within institutions, be- 
tween lovers or those which lead to changes in interest rates and the 
mobilisation of armies, It adopts a non-deterministic attitude towards 
social life and interaction. Because of this it rejects the idea that people’s 
actions are the result of ‘imprinting’, ‘instinct’ or ‘socialisation’. Instead 
it sees social action as the result of interaction, in which people make 
decisions — decisions about what to do, how to do it, what to say, how 
to react, taking into account as they do so the impressions they make 
on other people. Another key feature of interactionism is that it insists 
that structures are to be found within these processes. It doesn’t see 
‘structure’ as any mechano-ike thing hovering around, above and with- 
in us. Instead it sees social structures as social constructions produced 
within and by everyday interactions. It rejects the idea that ‘structure’ 
is somehow more than ‘social life’. 

Symbolic interactionism was the means of sensitising us to a view 
of reality we'd never come across before. And this is one in which 
‘oppression’ isn’t seen as any once and for all event, explained by 
events ‘back there’, in childhood, in infancy, or any other ‘stage’. 
Within interactionism people are seen as actively constructing, negotiat- 
ing, interacting — not just passively ‘enacting’. However, while learning 
a great deal from interactionism, we later came to feel that many 
versions of it retain a positivist adherence to ‘science’ and ‘objectivity’ 
and insist that a clear distinction can and must be made between the 
objective researcher and the people she studies. An approach which 
seemed, and seems, to avoid these grosser aspects of interactionism, 
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which was both ‘there’ and available to us when we were searching for 
an alternative, was ethnomethodology 2° 

Frequently, ethnomethodology is seen as over-jargonised or else 
simplistic, irrelevant and concemed with bourgeois trivia. Sometimes 
it is downgraded as ‘fag sociology’ — ‘sociology without balls’ seems 
to be the message here. For this reason alone it is attractive to us. 
Something which so arouses the scorn and disgust of social scientists 
because of its ‘effeminacy’ is an obvious candidate for feminism’s 
interest and support. Why other social scientists feel so threatened 
we can only guess at. Our guess is that ethnomethodology’s concentra- 
tion on the everyday brings social science a bit too close to home. And 
particularly so because it also insists that ‘social science methods’ are 
the methods all of us use in making sense of the everyday (what ethno- 
methodology calls ‘the documentary method of interpretation’). As 
long as social science remains about ‘structure’, ‘theory’ and ‘other 
people’ like car workers, middle management and so forth, then it 
remains a profession like any other, a job based on specialised knowl- 
edge and specialised techniques. But when it focuses on more personal 
concerns, then it also promises to turn some attention on social scien- 
tists ourselves. And when it also suggests that mere people, untrained, 
unspecialised people, use essentially scientific methods in going about 
their everyday business, then it ‘goes too far’? 

Ethnomethodology takes the everyday as both the topic of its 
research and also the resource with which it works. It uses the every- 
day, through the documentary method of interpretation, in order to 
find out about and understand the everyday. It doesn’t lay claim to 
special expertise over other people’s lives, nor does it attempt to falsify 
people’s experiences by downgrading them as ‘false consciousness’. In 
doing this it argues that most social science has confused ‘topic’ with 
‘resource’, Conventional social science, it suggests, uses ‘data’ provided 
for it by members of society as a resource for building academic theory, 

Ethnomethodology instead argues that ‘data’ should be used as a 
topic in its own right. This idea suggests that we shouldn’t use people 
and their lives as unexplicated data; we should instead explicate these. 
We should examine in close detail how people provide themselves and 
others with the accounts that they do. The emphasis in ethnomethodo- 
logy is on understanding how people construct (not interpret) reality. 
That is, it is on understanding how we ‘do’ everyday life. 

In explaining how ethnomethodology sees the researcher going 
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about this ‘explication’, the term ‘members’ is crucially important. 
This is because ‘membership’ involves the idea of a shared body of 
knowledge about the social world, shared in common between the 
people who are party to it. And so ‘membership’ stems from one of 
its most basic propositions, This is that the social world is seen and 
experienced by us all as a ‘factual reality’, as an objective reality exist- 
ing outside ourselves which constrains our behaviours. It isn’t saying 
that there are sets of concepts inside of us, ‘internalised’, which we 
simply release in interaction; nor does it say that we all share exactly 
the same ‘objective reality’. It goes beyond this to argue that such 
concepts and beliefs are used by us and others in appropriate ways in 
appropriate settings, and that by ‘doing’ these we both give accounts 
of them and at the same time we so construct the reality these are 
accounts of. 

How researchers go about understanding the data that is life is, 
ethnomethodology insists, precisely the same way that all other mem- 
bers of society go about knowing what they know and doing what they 
do. We use the documentary method. This is a members’ method, one 
used by all of us all the time, although it may be (perhaps) used more 
consciously and deliberately by us-as-social-scientists than by us-as- 
members. The idea of the documentary method suggests that we look 
for ‘evidence’ of what’s going on, of what the events in hand are and 
what we should be doing within them as competent members. We use 
events, conversation, ways of looking, and a whole variety of other 
materia] evidence as precisely evidence; and we use this as ‘evidence 
which stands on behalf of ...’ a whole body of knowledge which we 
deduce from this small part. 

To suggest that social science methods are ‘merely’ members’ 
methods is, of course, totally unacceptable for many, perhaps most, 
social scientists. Most of us have an enormous amount invested in our 
‘professional expertise’ and use of technical procedures seen as far 
superior to anything which ‘people’ can muster, This expertise is seen 
by many social scientists as setting us apart from the people we do 
research ‘on’. People ‘do life’ but social scientists understand, interpret 
and use it. However, ethnomethodology rejects the notion that there 
is any sharp distinction between members’ and social science approach- 
es; there are no dichotomies, only gradations. And this we view very 
sympathetically because we feel it accords well with the egalitarian 
ethos of feminism. 
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We believe that feminist social science must begin with the recogni- 
tion that ‘the personal’, lived experience, underlies all behaviours 
and actions, We need to find out what it is that, as women and femin- 
ists, we know. We need to re-claim, name and re-name our experience 
and thus our knowledge of this social world that we live in and daily 
help to construct, because only by doing so will it become truly ours, 
ours to use and do with as we will. The social world we presently 
inhabit is one we conceptualise through a worldview provided by a 
sexist society and a thoroughly androcentric social science. We need 
to construct our own; and we see this process beginning from an 
explication of women’s experiences of women’s social realities. With- 
out starting here we believe we can have no truly feminist social sci- 
ence; we can have only a social science in which women’s lives are 
researched and analysed using the same old conceptual frameworks, 
methods of research and analytic models. 

Women are social beings. We live in a social world with other social 
beings and merely living requires that we behave in social ways. We 
interact with other people at all times, both physically and in our 
minds. It is all of these social actions which should properly be the 
concern of a feminist social science. ‘The self’ is a social self and femin- 
ist research should be concerned with the social processes we’re im- 
mersed within and help construct. As we go about our lives we do the 
things we do for good reasons, reasons which are ordinarily accessible 
to ourselves and to other people for critical examination and analysis. 
This is what we ordinarily do as ordinary members of society. We see 
the present process of becoming a professional social scientist as a 
training in how to disguise or dismiss this. 

Feminist social scientists must relearn how to do this, but to do it 
deliberately and without shame. Instead of bracketing such processes 
away, pretending that they don’t happen, we need to explore what it 
is that we know about the social world and how we behave and relate 
within it, These things become accessible to us as we go into situations 
and try to find out what’s happening in them, We can write this acces- 
sibility out of our research but we believe that in doing so we lose a 
great deal, and a great deal that is of paramount importance in the 
achievement of feminist revolution. 

We need to know how, in minute detail, all facets of the oppressions 
of all women occur, because if we're to resist oppression then we need 
to understand how it occurs. We believe that liberation has to start 
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somewhere. We can’t, and we won’t, leap into a liberated world over- 
night, after the revolution, We must necessarily effect many small 
liberations in many small, seemingly insignificant, aspects of our 
lives or we shall never start ‘the revolution’ nor even recognise it 
happening around us. 

Feminist research as we envisage it would explore the basis of our 
everyday knowledge as women, as feminists and as social scientists, It 
would recognise that each of these is inextricably linked rather than 
trying to separate off one of these facets of ‘us’ within research reports. 
It would go about this by starting from the experiences of the re- 
searcher as a person in a context. How we find out must be what our 
research is concerned with; and ‘how’ must be as central to how we 
write feminist research as it is to how we do it. We feel strongly about 
this because we believe that a major consequence of making available 
the reasoning procedures which underlie the knowledge produced out 
of research is ‘vulnerability’. We believe that this is the only satisfactory 
— because effective — way of tackling fundamental features of the 
power relationship existing between researchers and researched that we 
have yet come across. This relationship must, whatever and whoever 
‘the researched’ are, reflect feminist principles and beliefs. And we 
believe ‘vulnerability’ as we’ve described it does indeed reflect these 
principles and beliefs. 


Notes 


1 We’ve chosen to restrict our discussions to the social sciences for a number 
of reasons, By trade we’re both social scientists and we want to address 
ourselves to issues of interest to and a part of this trade, We haven’t written 
about the natural sciences because our involvement in these, except within 
everyday life, is minimal and we try to stick to writing about what we 
know about first-hand, We haven’t wntten about literature and ‘the arts’ 
for different reasons, We don’t accept any easy distinction between ‘fact’ 
and ‘fiction’ or between ‘literature’ and ‘science,’ and in some ways we sce 
the products of social science as ‘fictional’ (or the products of literature 
as ‘science’). But to expand our discussions away from the social sciences 
would produce something unmanageable in the space of a short paper. 

2 We see the origins and use of these dichotomies as essentially sexist, for 
reasons which we discuss in Stanley and Wise (1983). Our discussion there 
owes much to Dale Spender (1978). 

3 This argument is fundamental to the symbolic interactionist and pheno- 
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menological approaches within the social sciences. We think it significant 
for our general argument in this paper that British academic feminism has 
been, and is, largely blind to this strand of thinking and working in the 
social sciences, We see these approaches as very much in sympathy with 
feminism’s insistence on the importance of ‘the personal’ and draw our 
own conclusions about academic feminism’s propensity for structural 
analyses from them. 

We've discussed these attempts to construct ‘feminist research’ in Stanley 
and Wise (1983) especially in chapter one. 

In saying this we've been accused of advocating research that’s concerned 
with ‘bourgeois trivia’. We find it odd that revolutionaries seem to have 
such a profound distaste for the everyday lives of ordinary people. We also 
welcome the association with Trivia, the three-headed goddess of ambig- 
uity and contradiction who stood at crossroads and confused men who 
asked the way! That ‘Trivia’ has become ‘trivial’ is itself sufficient com- 
ment on the sexism of such insults, 

In relation to our use of terms such as ‘scholarly’ and ‘rigorous’, we must 
emphasise that we don’t mean them as they’re conventionally seen — 
removed, detached and so forth. We have in mind models like the disci- 
plined rigour of Dorothy Richardson’s Pilgrimage sequence of novels 
(Richardson, 1979) or the novels of Virginia Woolf, recast in social science 
terms and concerned with social science issues. 

Nancy Kleiber and Linda Light’s (1978) discussion of their research on and 
for a Women’s Health Collective illustrates these issues very clearly, Their 
research involved women who were feminists, Similar issues and possibili- 
ues of course exist with research on/for other women, but may be more 
difficult to see, given that Kleiber and Light were in a sense forced to con- 
front them by their ‘research population’, who simply refused to be objec- 
tified in the traditional way. 

Many feminists discuss feminist research largely in terms of problems. We 
see possibilities, possibilities which should be gratefully grasped and 
explored. 

This research is discussed in detail in Stanley (1976a), Stanley (1976b), 
Wise (1978), Stanley and Wise (1979), Stanley and Wise (1983), as are the 
reactions to our public presentations of it from gay groups, academic 
colleagues and feminists. 

One interpretation of obscene phone calls is to view them as consensual 
sexual acts between callers and receivers, and the women who are their 
victims are instead seen as fully consenting sexual partners. See Russell 
(1971), Nadler (1968). 

See Mitchell and Oakley (1976), Brunsdon (1978) and Himmelweit et al., 
(1976). Mitchell and Oakley reject ‘sisterhood’ and its ideas about personal 
experience, arguing that feminists mustn’t be involved in wholesale rejec- 
tion of existing social practices, and in particular they say that changes in 
lifestyle are ‘politically pretty useless’, We believe that within what they 
say can be detected the reappearance of ‘subjectivity’ and ‘objectivity’ 

as dichotomous categories, with subjectivity being seen as limited and 
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inadequate as a basis for theorizing. While appreciating something of 
why they feel as they do, we reject both their answer (‘going back to the 
drawing board’) and their statement of the problem; our reasons for 
doing so are embodied in the text of this paper. 

12 We are deeply indebted to the work of Dorothy Smith in illuminating 
for us more precisely what the possibilities are for using ‘ourselves’ as 
women and as feminists in this way. See Smith (1974a, 1974b, 1978a, 
1978b, 1980). 

13 And also the insistence of some women, speaking on behalf of ‘feminism’, 
that the WLM owns all ideas and statements produced by women who 
call themselves feminist, See Leeds Revolutionary Feminist Group (1979). 

14 Margrit Eichler has made this point in relation to feminist work on ‘gender 
role’ (Eichler, 1980), while here we’re making it more widely. 

15 Some useful introductory reading include Manis and Meltzer (1967), Rose 
(1962), Douglas (1972), Turner (1974). We owe particular thanks to a 
number of people for sparking off trains of thought which led to our 
ideas changing in this direcūon, some of whom at least would be horrified 
to hear of it. We thank Michael Smith, John Phillips, Gill Burrington, 

Ken Plummer, Alison Kelly, Rod Watson, and most of all each other, 

16 Our account of ethnomethodology here is extremely basic. Our purpose 
isn't to introduce all its many complexities but more simply to emphasize 
those ways in which we view it as in sympathy with, and so usable by, 
feminism. 

17 Robin Morgan (1978) uses this term to discuss how feminists are seen to 
‘go too far.’ 
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Women’s Studies as a strategy 
for change: between criticism 
and vision 


Marcia Westkott 


Underlying the current dialogue concerning alternative methods for 
practicing Women’s Studies lies the fundamental question of purpose: 
why study women, their historical contexts and their created works? 
The answer to this question cannot be logically deduced from any 
theory or method, but lies outside of the scholarly process. It is rooted 
in the personally defined intentions of the scholar-teacher herself. The 
answer which one gives to this question is decisive, for the methods of 
study that she selects can be judged to be appropriate only in reference 
to the purpose. To begin with the question of method, rather than that 
of purpose not only is irrational (‘I don’t know why I'm doing this, 
but at least I’m doing it well,’ i.e., following the rules), but also contri- 
butes to what Mary Daly (1973) has termed the ‘invisible tyranny’ of 
method! 

An early definition of Women’s Studies linked the purposes of 
Women’s Studies scholarship to the aims of the feminist movement: 
to the eradication of all forms of sexism and thus to the liberation of 
women, Women’s Studies was defined by the founders of the National 
Women’s Studies Association as an ‘educational strategy’ for change, 
not because of some abstract principle that change is good in itself but 
because the founders recognized that we live in a sexist world in which 
women are devalued, subordinated, and in other ways oppressed. They 
held that it is that world that needs to be changed and that Women’s 
Studies is a means to this end (Women's Studies Newsletter, 1977). 

To participate as scholar-teachers in changing a sexist world we do 
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more than describe or distill that world. We simultaneously understand 
and oppose it. Whether we engage in historical analysis, literary criti- 
cism, sociological investigation, or interdisciplinary studies, our rela- 
tionship to our material is critical, because our purpose is to change the 
sexist world that we are also seeking to understand. We assume, there- 
fore, in our development of knowledge a critical sensibility that holds 
that coming to knowledge and making judgments are not separate 
processes, but that (in Flannery O’Connor’s phrase) ‘judgment is 
implicit in seeing’ (Walker, 1979, p. 49). in this we affirm the power of 
the full range of our sensibilities, rejecting the belief that forms the 
basis of the male-defined intellectual tradition, a belief that holds 
judging and seeing to be necessarily separate processes. Separating see- 
ing from judging dilutes the power of ‘seeing’ so that it becomes an 
enfeebled process of blind observation and bland description. Thus 
released from the full range of human perception and understanding, 
judgment itself becomes trivialized as mere ‘opinion.’ We reject this 
enfeebling approach not simply because it bores us intellectually, but 
also because it violates the vehemence with which we oppose the 
sexist world that devalues us. 

The development of this feminist critical approach to knowledge 
begins with an awareness of our relationship to the historical contexts 
in which we live. Those who teach Women’s Studies courses are familiar 
with the process of developing this awareness. It begins with the fact 
that in Women’s Studies courses women students are no longer study- 
ing material that is totally outside themselves, but are learning about 
the ways in which their social contexts have shaped them as women, 
In this process social knowledge and self-knowledge become mutually 
informing. Not only can students illuminate knowledge of themselves 
through understanding their social contexts, but also they can test 
interpretations of their social contexts from the perspectives of their 
own experience. For them the personal becomes intellectual, and the 
intellectual, personal? 

The great possibility of such courses where knowledge of the social 
world becomes personalized is the chance of connecting psyche and 
history. These are the moments when we discover that buried parts of 
ourselves are held in common with others. These ‘experiences of 
consciousness-in-history’ are exciting not only because they reveal to 
us knowledge of ourselves that we have buried and ‘forgotten,’ but 
also because they link us to others through the experiences that we 
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hold in common. To study the history of women, especially as it is 
recorded through the consciousness of women themselves, is to set the 
opportunity for discovering how one’s life experiences are connected 
to those of other women. Psyche and history are thus joined in the 
discovery of the ways that one’s personal life has been shaped by being 
born a woman, 

The feminist consciousness that emerges from this connection 
between psyche and history becomes critical when a student discovers 
patterns in her own and other women’s lives that are not created 
freely, but are determined by restrictive, male-dominated structures, 
Through reading critical analyses and examining her own life, a student 
discovers the ways in which she has been victimized because she is a 
woman: regarded physically as a non-person, an ‘other’ who mirrors 
and validates men (de Beauvoir, 1952); encapsulated and domesticated 
within the family as mother, where she is regarded as a totally self-less 
caretaker, an ‘it’ (Dinnerstein, 1976); denied access to historically 
created spheres of power, wealth, and social prestige, where she is 
regarded as an incompetent child who needs to be protected (Gornick, 
1971); and perhaps most devastatingly, cut off from her own bodily 
and personal power as an autonomous human being (Ehrenreich and 
English, 1979). These discoveries of subordination and victimization, 
because they are personal as well as histoncal, often generate anger. 
Paradoxically, however, the discoveries that produce anger also inten- 
sify understanding. Putting one’s own struggles in historical context 
enables a student to distance herself from her personal experiences of 
victimization at the same ume that she learns to uncover these parts of 
herself and feel them deeply. 

Judging what we see is rooted in our personal connection to the 
object of our understanding as well as our distancing ourselves from 
it. To reflect upon the historical oppression of women and to assert 
that ‘it need not be’ (Rich, 1976) presumes both the ability to take the 
oppression of women as an object of understanding as well as to feel 
the oppression in a deeply personal way. Moreover, this refusal to 
tolerate the conditions that we discover proceeds from the historical 
consciousness that the world could be different. It assumes that alter- 
natives are possible to the historically created male-dominated struc- 
tures that presently oppose the freedom of women. By clarifying 
that which we oppose, we set the groundwork for creating a vision of 
that for which we long. 
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Because this alternative vision emerges from one’s own sense of 
devaluation and struggle as a woman in a male-dominated society, it 
is fundamentally a personal vision of one’s life freed from these con- 
straints, The dream of freedom for oneself in a world in which all 
women are free emerges from one’s own life experience in which one 
is not free, precisely because one is a woman. The liberation of women 
is thus not an abstract goal tacked onto the creative process, but is 
the motive for that process, Individual freedom and the freedom of 
all women are linked when one has reached the critical consciousness 
that we are united first of all in our unfreedom. Hence, the personal 
dream of freedom is also the feminist vision of liberation. 

We know from our classes in Women’s Studies the importance of 
pushing our criticism past itself to the visions that the criticism sug- 
gests. Unless we do that, we offer no hope for directing the anger 
that is often generated by the critical awareness, and we are left with 
paralyzing fury or hopeless resignation (‘Is this another moan course?’, 
a Women’s Studies major asked on the first day of class). To push 
beyond criticism, however, is not to relinquish it, but to hold it in 
tension with vision. The criticism indicates to us an absence or a prob- 
lem which our imagination can transcend. This transcendence is a 
visionary transformation of the conditions which we oppose, a new 
world view rather than a mere extension or rearrangement of present 
structures, Feminist vision is thus, not a feasibility study, but an 
imaginative leap that stands opposed to sexist society. As negations 
of the conditions that we criticize, visions both reflect those condi- 
tions and oppose them. In the words of Josephine Donovan, ‘The 
feminist critic is thus on the cutting edge of the dialectic. She must, 
in a sense, be Janus-headed: engaged in negations that yield trans- 
cendences’ (1975, p. 80). 

By engaging in ‘negations that yield transcendence’ our Women’s 
Studies classes are ‘educational strategies’ for change. First, by arti- 
culating that which we oppose and by envisioning alternative futures, 
we identify the goals and strategies for action; that is, we clarify what 
it is we want to move away from as well as what it is we want to move 
toward, Change is thus informed by purpose and goal. Second, through 
the classroom process itself we create changes in the forms of learning: 
in student-teacher relationship, in the personal-intellectual mediation, 
in the dialogue and negotiations from which critical perspectives and 
transcending visions emerge. In the processes of creating these changes 
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in the classroom itself, we not only produce models for other contexts, 
but also learn about processes for creating feminist change. We learn, 
for example, that criticism and vision are not static ideations but are 
related in a continuing mediation in which they themselves are changed. 
Hence, the very processes of creating alternative possibilities changes 
the way in which we understand the problems we criticize; and to the 
extent that we realize our visions, the problems themselves will be 
transformed. 

Thus, to play upon the dialectic implied in Flannery O’Connor’s 
aphorism, through teaching Women’s Studies as an educational] strategy 
for change we affirm that judgment is implicit in seeing’ and that see- 
ing is implicit in judging. Refusal to accept the conditions which oppose 
us is the ground upon which we both understand those conditions and 
imagine alternatives to them. Our negations ground our seeing? To be a 
feminist seer is thus to appropriate the full range of human possibilities 
of seeing and to give them new meaning, We experience and under- 
stand, discover and create, judge and envision, grasp and take care of. 
This process teaches us to move beyond the male definitions and 
dichotomies that falsify our experiences and possibilities, to creating 
spheres of thought and action where we can simultaneously discover 
and create ourselves and the world in which we live. 

We bring the criticism-vision dialectic to our classrooms with an 
intensity and frequency that is less visible in our scholarship. The 
reasons for this difference, if not happy, are at least intelligible. They 
are rooted, first of all, in the process and criteria for judging academic 
acceptability of our work. Published research and not teaching has 
become the activity sine gua non for survival and advancement within 
the academy. Hence, because it is judged to be less important for 
academic success, classroom teaching affords greater freedom for 
responding to issues and creating alternative approaches to knowledge 
that may transcend the male-defined tradition of education. In addi- 
uon, Women’s Studies students frequently goad us into confronting 
pertinent issues and devising methods that are appropriate to those 
issues, thus reminding us of the Women’s Studies commitment to 
change for women. Conversely, our publications are for the male- 
defined intellectual tradition because our survival within the academy 
is dependent upon their acceptability within that tradition, In this lies 
our problem. First, the male-defined tradition has institutionalized 
the ‘tyranny of method’ as the requirement for ‘good’ scholarship. 
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To violate the canonized methods of our disciplines through employ- 
ing the critical-visionary approaches appropriate to feminist change is 
to risk certain rejection by the academic gate-keepers. Second, the 
ant-feminism that is implicit in the above approach is rendered explicit 
in the academy’s judgment of scholarship that has women as its subject 
and is published in Women’s Studies journals. Regardless of its adher- 
ence or lack thereof to the institutionalized methods, scholarship about 
women is viewed with suspicion for its perceived lack of seriousness, 
importance, and contribution to ‘the field’. 

It is no wonder that many academic women have decided that if 
they wish to conunue studying and wnting about women while pursu- 
ing an academic career, the realistic course of action is the cautious 
one: writing about women, their historical contexts and creative works, 
but employing scrupulously the established methods of the male- 
defined intellectual tradition. This cautious resolution to the dilemma 
that the academic woman faces is unfortunately a compromise that 
robs our work of the Women’s Studies commitment to feminist change. 
By producing information about women as the male traditions would 
‘see’ us, we may slip through the immediate academic personnel hoops 
at the expense of tacitly supporting present conditions of female 
oppression and distortions of our experiences. By choosing not to see 
and judge but only to ‘observe’ and describe, we reify the conditions of 
our own — and thus all women’s — oppression and further entrench the 
male-defined tradition which imposes the methodological tyranny. 

And yet, criticizing this compromise taken by some academic 
women does not remove the underlying dilemma that women in the 
academy face. To have a woman-centered university (Rich, 1979) 
requires at the very least having women in the university, and beyond 
that, having women in positions of power to make changes for women, 
To criticize the culture, history, and procedures that undergird the 
institution through whose ranks we seek to advance, and to expect 
that our criticism will be accepted as a valid means to that advance- 
ment, is to face a tough problem, indeed. How we personally mediate 
the various contradictions inherent in this problem cannot be pres- 
cribed, but emerges from our own commitments and needs as well as 
the conditions that we face? Whatever the specific risks and com- 
promises that we may choose, whether we leave the academy or attempt 
to advance or survive within it, the goal of creating change for women 
guides us in our struggle. 
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To choose to apply our scholarship to this purpose is to employ 
the dialectical approach to knowledge which we employ in our classes. 
Like the classroom activity, our scholarship can criticize and imagine 
alternatives to conditions outside of itself (i.e., sexist institutions 
and practices), and thus suggest goals and strategies for changing 
those conditions. It can study as models the lives of women from the 
past who engaged in this struggle and who can teach us today. More- 
over, just as the pedagogy of Women’s Studies classes is itself a means 
for creating change, so scholarship about women can change the means 
by which we understand ourselves and the world in which we live. To 
change the forms through which our experience is mediated — especi- 
ally that of language — is to break through the tyranny of the ultimate 
method by which our selves and our possibilities are made known to 
us. 

The transformation of categories and concepts is basic to our cap- 
acity to engage in ‘negations that yield transcendences.’ To imagine 
a different world requires first of all the ability to perceive the world 
differently and to open ourselves to formerly denied possibilities, 
The taken-for-granted-world mediated by familiar categories is not a 
natural ‘given’ but consists of historically created forms that define 
feelings and give meaning to experience, The given categories not only 
define conscious processes, but also permeate the unconscious, creating 
what Herbert Marcuse has identified as the ‘false automatism of im- 
mediate experience’ (1969, p. 39). This link between psyche and 
symbol, thus, binds us deeply to the perceptions and purposes of the 
symbol makers, i.e., those who have the power to define their symbols 
as universal and absolute. Today this means that our conscious and 
unconscious processes are informed by categories and concepts that, 
in the words of Monique Wittig, ‘teach us about ourselves through the 
instrumentality of specialists’ (1980, p. 107). We are defined, and come 
to regard ourselves as means through which others’ purposes are rea- 
lized, as objects for manipulation and control, and as interchangeable 
parts in an apparatus that has no plan, Thus, we are defined not only 
in terms of the instrumentality, but we become the instrumentality 
of those who perpetuate the tyranny of method, 

To rupture these categories is to break the limitations upon percep- 
tion and to create new ways of seeing and of expressing that percep- 
tion, It is also to reclaim ourselves as our own ends as we refuse to 
accept being the means for others. It should come as no surprise to us 
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that it is the feminist poets who are taking the greater risks in shatter- 
ing those old forms and creating new ones: in critically uncovering 
the cultural meanings of the categories that take women as instru- 
mentalities (Griffin, 1981) and in creating new categories that simul- 
taneously touch and liberate our experience? Those who transform 
categories risk confronung experience in itself as they reject the fami- 
liar signposts to its meaning. In the words of Adrienne Rich ‘No one 
who survives to speak / new language, has avoided this: / the cutting- 
away of an old force that held her / rooted to an old ground’ (1978, 
p. 25). 

As we reject the ‘old ground,’ we should also reject its assumptions 
that only the poets who inspire us have the license to cut the conven- 
tions that once appeared to hold us down, The very definition of 
scholarship as uncritical and unimaginative, and therefore unable to 
be a strategy for change is a pretentious weight that holds us to this 
‘old ground.’ To negate and transcend it, we must risk cutting our- 
selves free from its familiar but false categories and promises. 


Notes 


1 ‘The tyranny of methodolatry hinders new discoveries. It prevents us 
from raising questions never asked before and from being illumined by 
ideas that do not fit into pre-established boxes and forms, The worship- 
pers of Method have an effective way of handling data that does not fit 
into the Respectable Categories of Questions and Answers. They simply 
classify it as nondata, thereby rendering it invisible’ (Daly, 1973, p. 11). 

2 See, for example, Rutenberg, ‘Learning Women’s Studies,’ this volume 
Chapter 5. 

3 The idea of the negation of domination giving rise to alternative pos- 
sibilities derives from the concept of ‘critical theory’ associated with 
the work of those of the Institute for Social Research at Frankfurt. While 
the idea of negation is a useful one for feminist critical theory, the content 
and promise of that negation is not derivative from the male critical tradi- 
tion, but is grounded in women’s concrete, lived experience. 

4 A collective strategy is no less complex, but it does create power in union 
that may be lacking in individual rank. For an excellent analysis of an 
example of successful campus organizing, see Karen Childers, Phillis 
Rackin, Cynthia Secor, and Carol Tracy, ‘A Network of One’s Own,’ 
unpublished paper. 

5 For an excellent analysis of Adrienne Rich's work from this perspective, 
see Diehl (1980). 
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In praise of theory: the case 
for Women’s Studies’ 


Mary Evans 


One of the most obvious results of contemporary feminism has been 
the establishment of a new academic subject: that of Women’s Studies, 
None of the courses can be said to have been welcomed with wild 
enthusiasm by the male academic establishment: at best a benign 
tolerance has allowed academics to teach courses about that half of 
the population which has been generally invisible in much of tradi- 
tional scholarship. Yet at the same time as those of us teaching Women’s 
Studies have been arguing with the more articulate battalions of male 
chauvinism, we have also been faced with a more problematic form 
of opposition, in the shape of criticism from other feminists who have 
voiced either misgivings or outright hostility to the mere idea of Women’s 
Studies, and have condemned Women's Studies as incompatible with 
feminism. These criticisms have often been far more difficult to deal 
with than those of the academic arriere-garde since they are often 
better arguments and are capable of including those acute fits of sisterly 
soul-searching which can paralyse all further activity. Disagreeing with 
Professor D.E.D. Wood is one thing, disagreeing with a woman who 
prefaces all her remarks with an invocation of sisterhood is another, and 
far more fearful, experience. 

The argument put forward by some feminists suggests that Women’s 
Studies represent either the exploitation or the de-radicalization (or 
both) of feminism and the women’s movement. By becoming part of 
what is an elitist, and essentially male system of higher education, it is 
argued that those who teach (and presumably also those who study) 
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Women’s Studies only serve their own professional interests and those 
of patriarchy and the male ruling class. The energies that should be 
directed towards the transformation of social and sexual relationships 
are, it is suggested, dissipated in narrow scholastic battles which serve 
only to perpetuate those hierarchies of control and authority to which 
the women’s movement is opposed. 

Inevitably this argument poses the crucial question of whether or 
not Women’s Studies — as a distinct area of study within the academy 
— is feminist in any meaningful sense. Many feminists would agree that 
a distinction must be made between Women’s Studies and feminist 
studies, and that only the latter is a viable and defensible form of 
feminist activity. As I shall argue in this paper I do not think this is the 
case, 


Women’s Studies is feminist studies 


My major reason for supposing that no distinction exists between 
Women’s Studies and feminist studies is two-fold: first, because Women’s 
Studies and feminist studies both challenge male intellectual hegemony. 
In asserting, describing and documenting the existence of women, both 
women’s studies and feminist studies propose a radical change in the 
theoretical organization of the universe. To quote Maurice Godelier, 
himself paraphrasing Marx: 


We might say that the dominant ideas in most societies are the 
ideas of the dominant sex, associated and mingled with those of the 
dominant class. In our own societies, a struggle is now under way 
to abolish relations of both class and sex domination, without 
waiting for one to disappear first (1981, p. 17). 


Women’s Studies is part of that struggle: a self-conscious deter- 
mination to show that both the content and form of existing knowl- 
edge is related to the unequal distribution of social power between men 
and women, The second reason that | would propose for there being no 
distinction between feminist and Women’s Studies is that the distinc- 
tion often rests upon a falsely homogeneous view of feminism. Women’s 
Studies is seen as the reactionary, incorporative, pro-status quo activity 
whilst feminism is always radical, always antithetical to existing society. 
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Yet feminism — as everyone in the women’s movement knows — comes 
in a variety of forms, some of which are far from incompatible with 
industrial capitalism as we know it. To suppose, therefore, that femin- 
ism and feminist studies, has an inevitable theoretical coherence and 
radicalism which Women’s Studies lacks is to run the risk of reifying a 
quite mythical unity. 

There are, then, two forms of feminist attack on Women’s Studies. 
The first, outlined above, is that Women’s Studies are not feminist 
studies. The second, to be discussed here, is that neither feminist 
studies nor Women’s Studies are desirable. It is thus argued by some 
feminists that any academic study of women is divorced from the 
interests of the women’s movement, that it engages energies that would 
be better used elsewhere and that it serves the interests of a small, élite 
group of female academics, 


Theory versus ex perience 


A further argument, derived in part from a hostility to theoretical 
speculation that is a well-documented feature of British life, deserves 
less detailed attention. Nevertheless, it does demand mention. It is the 
contention — argued most passionately by some feminists — that there 
is no necessary difference between reported, subjective experience and 
theoretical and analytical work. This position would therefore assign 
the same importance, both practical and theoretical, to the work of a 
feminist theorist (by which I mean someone who has attempted a 
coherent analysis of her situation and that of other women) and any 
statement about her situation by any woman. This is emphatically not 
to say that a woman expressing horror or dislike at her situation does 
not have the same right to express that dislike or the same claim to be 
taken seriously as the theorist with a range of five-volume arguments 
at her disposal, but that a distinction has to be made between the 
analysis of subordination of all women and the subjective and personal 
reaction to that subordination by one woman. 

Yet analysis of the situation of women is in some ways deeply 
problematic for the women’s movement, since the first phenomenon 
that meets us when we attempt to analyse the situation of women is 
that it is many and varied. Thus we confront a fundamental issue 
within the women's movement: exactly what constitutes the oppression 
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of women and who decides if it exists? It is clear from the reaction of 
many women (both in this country and in the Third World) that 
Western feminism has often made too many, too ethnocentric judge- 
ments about the nature of oppression, 

In our attempt to achieve objective analytical accounts of the 
situations of women we are, therefore, stuck with theory. If this can 
be tolerated — and clearly some feminists do not tolerate it, seeing 
theory as a masculinization of that apparently exclusively female 
virtue of feeling — the existence of theory still poses problems for 
feminists. Three difficulties about the existence and elaboration of 
feminist theory and analysis come to mind, The first is the issue of the 
accessibility of theoretical discussion about women to all women, with 
the implication that it is possible that feminist theory may become the 
preserve of a small élite, which occasionally issues statements on what 
to think and how to think it, to the rest of the women’s movement. 
The second issue is the problem of how feminist energy should be 
directed, and whether or not the intellectual and indeed practical 
resources that are directed into the development of feminist theory 
and Women’s Studies would not be better employed in other ways, 
such as participation in grass-roots organizing. The third problem con- 
cerning feminist theory is the criticism that the development of femin- 
ist theory serves the career and professional interests of those involved 
in its development, makes experts of a small group and — this is related 
to the first point — denies the rank and file of the movement access to 
decision making and control of the formulation of policy. 

Whilst these issues are common to the Left as Western Europe has 
known it, they are also a large part of feminism’s dissatisfaction with 
traditional Left wing parties and organisations. Indeed, as Sheila Row- 
botham, Lynn Segal and Hilary Wainwright have argued, it is essential 
to feminism that it should organize in a much more democratic and less 
authoritarian way than the traditional male Left. The contribution of 
feminism to the Left has been, they argue, the demonstration that 
political power does not have to ossify in the hands of a small élite and 
that it is possible for radical, left-wing organizations to be both effec- 
tive and democratic, It is arguable that Rowbotham and her co-authors 
place too much emphasis on disillusionment with the authoritarian 
male Left in explaining the commitment to democracy within the 
women’s movement since that very Left which is castigated in Beyond 
the Fragments has not been without its own democratic impulses 
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recently. Nevertheless, whatever the origin of its democratic ideals, the 
British women’s movement is deeply hostile to, and suspicious of, 
instituuonalized power in any shape or form, be it intellectual or 
organizational, Yet despite this suspicion, British feminism does have 
an indigenously produced theoretical tradition of some sophistication, 
within and related to a women’s movement which is deeply suspicious 
of all forms of élitism. 

To return to the three problems about Women’s Studies and feminist 
theory which I posed earlier. The first issue which Lidentfied is whether 
or not feminist theory will become the exclusive activity of a small 
élite. The issue is a particularly crucial one in the case of Britain, where 
an exceptionally élitist system of higher education restricts the means 
of theoretical production to a very small number of people, and an even 
smaller number of women. 

But it would be wrong to suppose that there is a single kind of 
feminist theory: some feminist writing, of great theoretical complexity, 
is accessible and readily comprehensible, whilst other feminist wnting 
is virtually indecipherable to anyone without immense resources of 
time, patience, imagination and encyclopaedias on French intellectual 
practice. Nor is there any single home of those guilty of theoretical 
obscurantism; they lurk amongst feminist Marxists, feminist psycho- 
analysts and structuralists of all kinds and persuasions, Whilst some 
feminist Marxists write with great clarity and precision, others plunge 
their readers headlong into debates and definitions of shattering incom- 
prehensibility. However, whilst | do not defend the deliberate use of 
obscure language in order to perplex, mystify and induce feelings of 
inadequacy, I would argue that there might be a case in some instances 
for the development of a highly precise theoretical language, Marxist 
feminist accounts of the economy, or the class structure, are one 
instance where the use of what is in a sense a technical language could 
be justified. 

But there is no necessary reason within the practice of producing 
theory why a precise theoretical language, or theory itself, should 
become the preserve of a small élite. Theory is much more likely to 
become é¢litist for reasons outside itself; that is, the social conditions 
in which intellectual life takes place produce the possibility of élitist 
theory, rather than the theory itself. To condemn theory because of 
the possibility, however small, that it will remain the preserve of an 
élite, suggests a quite uncritical, and indeed reactionary, acceptance of 
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a society in which access to higher education and critical thought is 
denied to many people. The implication of a claim that all analysis 
must be understood by all, is that those committed to change must 
accept the given divisions within any society and not attempt to do 
anything to change those divisions except in terms of those existing 
divisions. Thus we would have theory for graduates, the school-leavers 
with O levels, the almost illiterate and so on. The production of all 
these different theories would satisfy those who want to make femin- 
ism accessible to everyone, yet they would do nothing to challenge 
existing inequalities or hierarchies, 


The risks of anti-theoreticism 


Perhaps the crucial problem of feminist theory is not, however, its 
accessibility but about the resources that its production commands. 
The second issue about feminist theory is, therefore, the criucism 
that producing theory drains the women’s movement of energy and 
talent that might be better spent elsewhere. Feminism (like socialism), 
it is argued, faces the appalling spectre of being so pre-occupied with 
interpreting events in the light of theory that it is rapidly overtaken by 
events and becomes the victim, rather than the vanguard, of history. 
Yet an equally awful prospect is that feminism, in refusing to 
develop a coherent theory, remains at that stage of primitive subjec- 
tivism that is characteristic of some of the most reactionary social 
organizations in existence, That is not to say that all theories are 
necessarily right, but that the exercise of the construction of a rational 
case is the first step towards a real understanding of the social world. 
It is not for nothing that Jane Austen identified ‘mean understanding’ 
as one of the most unhappy states for human beings to live in, She well 
understood the horror of having to live in a circumscribed social world 
in which people — but perhaps most particularly women by virtue of 
their domestic seclusion — were constantly in the presence of over- 
developed opinion and quite under-developed understanding. Of the 
great nightmare characters of fiction, Jane Austen created perhaps the 
most vivid representatives of that state of existence in which self- 
interest, personal inclination and unreflective feeling could, in its 
human embodiment, create hell for other people. It may seem strange 
to cite the work of Jane Austen as relevant to the problems of contem- 
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porary feminism, but I would argue that she warns us against one of the 
risks which anti-theoretical feminism runs: that of refusing the accumu- 
lated knowledge of the past two thousand years, When some of Austen’s 
more headstrong romantic heroines either throw themselves, or threaten 
to throw themselves, into some absurd romantic venture, they are 
cautioned by the author or a more careful character, to consider what 
has happened to other individuals who have followed too much the 
devices and desires of their own hearts. The heart, and all kinds of 
spontaneous feeling, was not, Austen realized, necessarily the best guide 
to the form of action most likely to produce the greatest happiness for 
the greatest number, To assert, therefore, as do some feminists, particu- 
larly in the United States, that women should ‘get in touch with their 
own feelings’ and ‘reclaim their own subjectivity’, is to follow a path 
which could lead to the most closed and unproductive of dead ends, 

Feminist theory can, hopefully, lead us away from the blind alley 
of subjective feeling and subjective action. Yet the case against theory 
makes a great deal of the distinction between the production of theory 
and action which seems to suggest a theory of knowledge in which 
thought and action have no effect on each other. This view invokes a 
picture of human beings as headless chickens: the head, full of theory, 
lies inert and ineffective, while the headless body, empty of direction, 
rushes around in mindless circles. This dichotomy between theory and 
practice leads to some bizarre conclusions about the social world: that 
‘action’ or practice is in some way separable from thought and that 
theory is always the soft option and action always the role of the true 
believer. It is seldom allowed that human beings have not only achieved 
a practical mastery of nature, but have also created most elaborate 
systems of thought, belief and ideology, which have critical effects on 
the material conditions of life of millions of people. The production of 
counter-ideologies may, therefore, be as much part of a struggle of the 
oppressed as any other. 


Profiteering feminists? 


The final criticism of feminism theory which has been named here is 
that the production of theory by feminists is motivated exclusively by 
the desire for self-aggrandisement of some kind. Protagonists of this 
argument go on to suggest that the production of feminist theory is in 
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itself often suspect, in that it increases the discrepancy between highly 
educated women — able to write, and presumably understand, theory — 
and those women with little or no higher education. 

The first part of this criticism of feminist theory — that it enhances 
the status, and the wealth, of those women producing it — is difficult 
to accept as a measured or rational criticism. It is undeniable that a 
few — a very few — women have grown rich by writing feminist, or 
quasi-feminist books, but in comparison to these quite exceptional 
cases there are literally hundreds of women in schools, universities and 
various other institutions who have battled, and are battling, to suggest 
that women do have special interests, and that the discussion and con- 
sideration of these interests merits attention. Furthermore, a brief look 
at those women who have written best-selling feminist works shows us 
that even feminist riches are intensely problematic. Poor Kate Millett, 
racked by guilt and conscience, beset by requests for help and money, 
exposed to every scurrilous intrusion of a totally irresponsible mass 
media, is a creature worthy of great feminist sympathy and understand- 
ing rather than a somewhat mean-minded envy for the income which 
her writing generated. Simone de Beauvoir received serious critical 
attention for the essays and novels which she wrote before the publi- 
cation of The Second Sex, but as soon as that book was published she, 
like Kate Millett, was discussed and pilloried as a figure of fun and 
curiosity. The moral of these two cases is therefore, that successful 
feminists (or feminists who are successful in terms of the market place 
of capitalist production) cannot hope to enjoy that success. For a 
woman to write critically about her situation guarantees notoriety and 
hostility. Should that feminist criticism strike a sympathetic and 
resonant note in a large audience — as did The Second Sex and Sexual 
Politics — the more likely that the author will be submitted to every 
intrusive device of mis-representation of which the media is capable. 

But many other feminists do not, of course, write best-sellers. We 
toil away in more prosaic and limited ways: proposing courses on 
Women’s Studies, attempting to do feminist research or to encourage 
women students to set their sights above the given limits of female 
achievement. We must ask if these activities prolong élitism, or serve 
our professional interests, Suppressing, at this stage a desire to launch 
into biographical anecdote, I would argue that this is emphatically not 
the case: in most cases our professional interests would be best served 
by keeping well away from Women’s Studies, let alone feminism. 
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But the reasons for saying that this is the case are more complex 
than might be supposed. The simple answer — and indeed an important 
part of the answer — is that Women’s Studies is seen by many male 
academics as both a personal and an intellectual threat. It is very dif- 
ficult to demonstrate this in academic terms: that is, 1 cannot say that 
you should turn to journal X or Y to see an example of this blatant 
prejudice, Academics are generally loathe to put on paper something 
which might correspond to an unsubstantiated opinion, or prejudice. 
The bias against women is much more subtle therefore than blatant, 
clear sexism, and frequently takes the form of the exclusion of women 
rather than bias against them. 

So many male academics simply didn’t see women as part of the 
social world, rather than taking a conscious decision to exclude them 
from it. To be asked, therefore, to make a conscious decision about 
including women, is something of a problem for individuals who have 
previously refused to recognize that the issue exists. It takes an effort 
of will to appreciate that the boundaries of a particular subject are 
neither as accurate nor as inclusive as has been hitherto supposed. 
Feminism poses, therefore, a genuine instance of a paradigm shift — a 
shift which like many other shifts is inevitably resisted by those com- 
mitted to the modes and practices of thought and existing knowledge. 


Sex-blind disciplines? 


In resisting the discussion of women in the curriculum, academics (of 
both sexes) generally fall back on two arguments. First, that the exist- 
ing literature on women is inadequate and second, that although it is 
conceded that it may be necessary for women to occupy a more central 
place in the disciplines than previously, the central issues of all subjects 
are sex-blind, and will remain untouched by the discussion of women. 

The denial of the relevance of the study of women, and the specifi- 
city of the female case, to the central issues of a subject has important 
practical and intellectual consequences within the academy, one of 
which is the possibility of the pejorative labelling of women who 
produce work on women as narrow specialists in esoteric fields, whilst 
more conventional studies become important works of scholarship. 

The history of theoretical feminism in Britain and the United States 
has yet to be written. However, when it is documented it would seem 
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likely on the evidence so far available that women engaged in feminist 
research do not profit by that exercise in any orthodox sense, either 
inside or outside the academy. There are few indications at present that 
British or North American universities see Women’s Studies as anything 
other than a peripheral or temporary phenomenon. Whatever the 
indications that the subject might be popular or lively it remains — as 
do its practitioners — in an outer courtyard, far removed from the real 
centres of academic power and authority. Given these factors it 1s 
unlikely that those who decide to accept feminism, and work for it, 
will be able to ignore the consistent marginality and academic deviance 
of their position. 

The undeniable contextual importance of the struggle to assert 
women’s voice within the academy and the intellectual community 
should not allow us to forget the nature of those worlds and their 
relationship to the general social formation. By this I do not just mean 
that those teaching Women’s Studies should not turn our backs on the 
women’s movement, but that we should confront the part that intel- 
lectual life can play in industrial capitalism. It is important that we 
should examine critically the reasons why, and the means by which, 
knowledge in our society is produced, assessed and distributed. Women’s 
Studies has a most important part to play in ensuring that knowledge, 
itself a form of social power, is not produced solely in the interests 
of the powerful and the influential. 


Notes 


1 The complete version of this paper was previously published in Feminist 
Review, February 1982.1 am extremely grateful to members of the Femin- 
ist Review collective for their comments on an earlier draft of this paper. 

I would also like to acknowledge the help of David Morgan and to thank 
Marion Shaw for inviting me to give the lecture at the University of Hull on 
which this paper is based. 
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power, careers, returning adult women students, stopping out, 
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Ballou reviews and lists available bibliographies in eight areas: 
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According to Bartky, feminist consciousness is an immediate, per- 
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consciousness of women’s victimization, it gives one a paranoia-like 
wariness and a preparedness for struggle in any situation. It also 
places one in a perpetually ‘ambiguous ethical situation’ in the 
course of everyday life, leaving one constantly uncertain as to how 
to reconcile ‘consciousness’ with one’s own feelings and with the 
demands and desires involved in living with others in the world as it 
is. Although it is an uncomfortable and ambiguous consciousness of 
alienation from society and self, it allows a truer understanding of 
things which in turn makes change possible. (JA) 


Benson, Ruth C. (1972), ‘Women’s Studies: Theory and Practice,’ 
AAUP Bulletin, vol. 58, no. 3, pp. 283-6. 
An overview of Women’s Studies including theory, structure, staffing 
and classroom issues. An introduction to issues in an article that is 
now of particular historical interest. 


Blumhagen, Kathleen and Johnson, Walter (eds) (1978), Women’s 
Studies, Westport, Greenwood Press. 
A collection of essays addressing the theoretical, administrative and 
pedagogical aspects of Women’s Studies. Contributors include: Ellen 
Boneparth, ‘Evaluating Women’s Studies: Academic Theory and 
Practice,’ Sarah Hoagland, ‘On the Reeducation of Sophie,’ and 
Sarah Slavin Schramm, ‘Women’s Studies: Its Focus, Idea Power, 
and Promise.’ (TR) 


Bose, Christine, and Priest-Jones, Janet (1980), ‘The Relationship 
Between Women's Studies, Career Development, and Vocational 
Choice,’ Women’s Studies Monograph Series, US Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare, The National Institute of Educa- 
tion.” 

This monograph is one in a series of eight, commissioned by NIE, It 
reviews research on women and career aspirations, cites the available 
data on Women’s Studies graduates and urges that programs compile 
more comprehensive data and make a concerted effort to link the 
undergraduate Women’s Studies BA with career planning. In addi- 
tion, the monograph defines specific needs for future research and 
outlines possible strategies for its accomplishment. (GLB) 


Bowles, Gloria (1979), ‘Women’s Studies and the World: Promoting 
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Equity for the Other Half,’ Proceedings of the Women’s Center Con- 
ference on the Impact of the Bakke Decision and Proposition 13 on 
Equity for Women in California Higher Education, Berkeley, Uni- 
versity of California, pp. 146-51. 

The author traces the development of Women’s Studies at UC 
Berkeley and makes a case for its innovative power in content as 
well as form. 


Bowles, Gloria (1983), ‘Is Women’s Studies an Academic Discipline?’, 
in G. Bowles and R. Duelli Klein (eds), Theories of Women’s Studies 
London, Routledge & Kegan Paul, pp. 32-45. 

A detailed examination of the validity of Women’s Studies as an aca- 
demic discipline. Bowles critiques the disciplines as they have 
evolved while asserting the usefulness of higher education. She 
argues that Women’s Studies is linked to the original principles of 
the disciplines and to the growing critique of academe from within 
and without the academy. She cites a definition of the variations of 
disciplinary (cross-, multi-, inter-, and trans-) and comments on the 
relation of Women’s Studies to method and theory. Finally she sug- 
gests that, when challenged as to their legitimacy, those involved in 
Women’s Studies should return the challenge, by demanding both a 
redefinition of terms and fulfillment of the professed aims of the 
university. 


Boxer, Marilyn (1982), ‘For and About Women: The Theory and Prac- 
tice of Women’s Studies in the United States,’ Signs, vol. 7, no. 3, 
pp. 661-95. 

Boxer’s article is a survey of the literature about Women's Studies as 
a field in American higher education: its history, political issues, 
theories and structures. She documents not only our unifying vision 
of a society free of all oppression, but examines the internecine con- 
flicts which arise from Women’s Studies’ struggle to survive as a 
radical critique of the university system which supports it. Boxer 
delineates the tenuous balance between scholarship and politics 
which academic feminism must maintain. Other major issues she 
considers include: the adaptation of feminist principles to the class- 
room, the feminist attempt to transform academic structures and 
curricula, the struggles against racism and homophobia inside and 
outside of Women’s Studies, the accountability of academic feminism 
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to the larger women’s liberation movement and the struggle for 
Women's Studies to remain a viable transformative force with the 
power to actually effect female consciousness and change the condi- 
tions of women’s lives, the difficulties of interdisciplinarity in a 
discipline-based university; the current autonomy vs. integration de- 
bate, and the formation of feminist methodologies appropriate to 
Women’s Studies as an autonomous discipline and as a force for 
social change. (HK) 


Brush, Lorelei, Gold, Alice Ross and White, Marni (1978), ‘The Paradox 
of Intention and Effect: A Women’s Studies Course,’ Signs, vol. 3, 
no. 4, pp. 870-83. 

The authors describe the procedures, problems and results of a study 
of students taking a one-semester Women’s Studies course. The in- 
tent of the study, which can be replicated in other institutional 
settings, was to evaluate the effect of the course upon students in 
relation to commitment to a feminist ideology, self-concept and 
sex-role stereotyping. 


Building Feminist Theory. Essays from Quest (1981), Quest Staff and 
Quest Book Committee (eds), New York, Longman. 
As Gloria Steinem says in the foreword, ‘This book pulls together in 
permanent, portable form the works of a group of feminists who 
have spent most of the past decade thinking about subjects that may 
still be considered “new”: class divisions experienced by women as 
both workers (unpaid or paid in the work force) and as the most 
basic means of production (the means of reproduction); the varying 
realities of race and culture; redefining power and the polarized op- 
tions allowed by patriarchy; the politics of sexuality and spirituality; 
new forms of organizations, leadership, strategy and communication; 
and perhaps most of all the integrity of the process of change as part 
of the change itself.’ The essays reflect the vision of the Quest staff 
which sees theory vital to the success of activism. 


Bunch, Charlotte (1979), ‘Not by Degrees,’ Quest, vol. 5, no. 1, pp. 
7-18. 
Bunch emphasizes the development of feminist theory as a frame- 
work for analysis crucial to the survival of feminism and to the real- 
ization of educational and political goals of the activist women’s 
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movement, She proposes a theoretical model involving four inter- 
related steps: description, analysis, vision and strategy. In addition, 
Bunch emphasizes the importance of literacy and the development 
of analytical skills for both understanding and creating theory. She 
attempts to ‘demystify’ theory by showing a link between theory 
and action and encourages theorizing as a means of intellectual and 
personal growth for women. (AB-P) 


Callaway, Helen (1981), ‘Women’s Perspectives: Research as Re-vision,’ 
In P. Reason and J. Rowan (eds), Human Inquiry, London, Wiley, 
pp. 457-71. In one of only two female contributions to this book 
on ‘human’ research, Callaway provides an overview of research on 
and by women and points out the new approaches in ‘methodology, 
theory construction, and modes of expression’ with which feminists 
work towards new paradigms. Hers is a strong case for the need to re- 
visit all previous knowledge, draw attention to research results in 
which women are judged according to criteria created by men, and 
continue our work of re-vision, looking ahead, anticipating, imagin- 
ing. (RDK) | 


‘Campus Special: Where Our Future Is Coming From’ (1980) Ms., vol. 9, 
no. 3, pp. 45-62. 
This college issue introduces ‘Women in the Think Business,’ includ- 
ing an interview with Catharine Stimpson discussing women as 
academics, a description of the twelve women chosen to advise Ms. 
on women’s issues and their status in academia, an interview with 
Frances ‘Sissy’ Farenthold (the first woman president of Wells 
College in New York), and a humorous look at the difficulties 
encountered as a feminist on campus. In addition, employment 
advice is offered to graduating seniors. (DB-A) 


Coyner, Sandra (1983), ‘Women’s Studies as an Academic Discipline: 
Why and How to Do It,’ in G. Bowles and R. Duelli Klein (eds), 
Theories of Women’s Studies, London, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 
pp. 46-71. 

The author asks Women’s Studies practitioners to imagine the per- 
fect program of the future, as she examines the various definitions of 
‘academic discipline,’ ideas of ‘objectivity’ and Kuhnian ‘paradigms’ 
and argues that interdisciplinarity and an emphasis on influencing 


234/Selected annotated bibliography 


existing disciplines is perhaps the wrong way for Women’s Studies 
to proceed. Rather, Coyner insists that Women’s Studies should be 
building its own distinct discipline. She goes on to describe her 
vision of that new discipline as it develops paradigms for study. 


Du Bois, Barbara (1983), ‘Passionate Scholarship: Notes on Values, 
Knowing and Method in Feminist Social Science,’ in G. Bowles and 
R. Duelli Klein (eds), Theories of Women's Studies, London, Rout- 
ledge & Kegan Paul, pp. 105-16. 

Du Bois underlines the ways in which belief has informed scientific 
‘fact.’ The ‘process of science making,’ says Du Bois, ‘involves inter- 
pretation, theory-making, and thus values, in each of its phases.’ 
Because of the androcentric bias of social science, women have not 
only been ‘unknown, but virtually unknowable.’ Once outside 
androcentric social science, we can begin to think in utterly new 
ways about our purposes and methods and we must do this because 
‘we literally cannot see women through traditional social science 
theory.’ Ours is a communal search dedicated to process, and to 
complex, contextual analysis which opposes dichotomized thought, 
including the polarity of the knower and the known, Du Bois advo- 
cates ‘passionate scholarship,’ the ‘passionate participation of the 
knower in the act of knowing.’ (GLB) 


Duelli Klein, Renate (1983), ‘How to Do What We Want to Do: 
Thoughts about Feminist Methodology,’ in G. Bowles and R. Duelli 
Klein (eds) Theories of Women’s Studies, London, Routledge & 
Kegan Paul, pp. 88-104. 

Until recently, the development of feminist methodology has been 
given little attention, Thus, as Duelli Klein claims, the use of non- 
feminist methods in some research resulted in research on women 
rather than research for women. She says the goal of feminist re- 
search should be social change and that our methods should reflect 
this goal, Using a German research example, she discusses criteria 
for feminist methods and proposes some theoretical and practical 
ways to advance the development of feminist methodology and em- 
power feminist scholarship. 


Duelli Klein, Renate, Nerad, Maresi, Metz-Gockel, Sigrid (eds) (1982) 
Feministische Wissenschaft und Frauenstudium, Ein Reader mit 
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Originaltexten zu Women’s Studies, Hamburg, AHD. 

The intent of this collection of translations of original US papers on 
Women’s Studies is to introduce European readers to the develop- 
ment of Women’s Studies in the US. In addition, the editors provide 
an overview of the US system of higher education and draw parallels 
between North American Women’s Studies and the development of 
feminist studies and research in Germany. 


Duggan, Lisa (1979), ‘Lesbianism and American History: A Brief 
Source Review,’ Frontiers, vol. 4, no. 3, pp. 80-6. 
Duggan explains that history is, for her, a tool to understand the 
present by illuminating the past. She is dismayed to realize how little 
history of lesbians exists. She briefly describes attitudes toward 
lesbians during several historical periods: colonial, nineteenth cen- 
tury, turn of the century, and twentieth century. Duggan suggests 
the need for a more creative approach in order to uncover facets of 
lesbianism which have been hidden or ignored. She includes an 
extensive bibliography which is intended as a guide for the researcher 
in lesbian history and includes work in this field as well as work in 
women’s history, homosexual history, and general sex history. 
(DB-A) 


Elovson, Allana (1980), ‘Women’s Studies in the Community Colleges,’ 
Women’s Studies Monograph Series, US Department of Health, Edu- 
cation and Welfare, The National Institute of Education.* 

Elovson asserts the revelance of Women’s Studies classes and pro- 
grams for women in community colleges by reviewing both demo- 
graphic (changing age compositions, changing female/male ratios) 
and non-demographic factors (increased self-awareness and under- 
standing) that make their continued existence within the com- 
munity college system important. She reviews the existing literature 
on Women’s Studies at community colleges and concludes that 

‘|. , our survey of both formal and informal sources yielded no data 
of the kind we sought. There is still a dearth of organized informa- 
tion in this area... .' In addition, she summarizes the comments of 
individuals involved in Women’s Studies at the community college 
level with regard to these and other topics: (1) what makes Women's 
Studies courses possible, (2) the kinds of assistance needed, (3) the 
role of the instructors and the governance structure, and (4) the 
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goals of Women's Studies courses. Her recommendations include: 
(1) articulation of a federal policy of support, (2) collection of basic 
statistical data, (3) provision of money and support for needs assess- 
ment studies, (4) evaluation of the impact of Women’s Studies on 
students, faculty, college curriculum, community, and relevant 
others, (5) provision of technical assistance in setting up programs. 
Finally, she provides a brief assessment of the future of Women's 
Studies in the community colleges. (JH) 


Farley, Jennie (1974), ‘Faculty Reaction to Women’s Studies,’ 
Women’s Studies, vol. 2, no. 1, pp. 115-19. 
Farley relates the history and results of the attempt at Cornell Uni- 
versity to set up a Female Studies Program. In particular, she des- 
cribes faculty participation in and reaction to the program, ending 
with an exhortation to proponents of Women’s Studies Programs to 
‘put high priority on finding faculty backers.’ 


Fausto-Sterling, Anne (1980), ‘Women’s Studies and Science,’ Women’s 
Studies Newsletter, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 4-7. 
An introduction to a feminist critique of science, Fausto-Sterling 
addresses the hierarchical structure of scientific teaching as well as 
the concept of science itself, She suggests that science perpetuates 
male values through the traditional practice of solitary rather than 
communal work and with its emphasis on analysis rather than syn- 
thesis. She discusses concrete ways in which these negative aspects 
of science might be challenged and changed within the context of 
the university, particularly within the science classroom. Fausto- 
Sterling sees Women’s Studies as the force for the breakdown of 
traditional divisions and categories of knowledge and thus disagrees 
with an approach which would ‘add on’ feminist thought to existing 
forms of knowledge. She concludes that changes in science, like 
changes in society, happen slowly and on many different levels. (LM) 


Fitzgerald, Ann (1978), ‘Teaching Interdisciplinary Women’s Studies,’ 
Great Lakes College Association Faculty Newsletter, March, pp, 2-3. 
Fitzgerald relates her experiences in teaching interdisciplinary 
Women’s Studies courses, and illustrates many of the difficulties of 
both Women’s Studies and interdisciplinary approaches. As she 
shows, ‘Women’s Studies confronts head-on the two shibboleths of 
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the traditional curriculum: disciplinary specialization and apolitical 
objective knowledge. Women’s Studies, in contrast, is necessarily 
interdisciplinary and frankly political.’ 


Freeman, Jo (1979), ‘The Feminist Scholar,’ Quest, vol. 5, no. 1, pp. 
26-36. 
Freeman states that feminism is not compatible with academia. 
She examines the structure and values of academe, and cites as 
its purpose the production of prestige. She discusses the ‘publish or 
perish’ and ‘publish and perish’ bind of professors, and the difficul- 
ties feminists face in attaining tenure. Freeman does not see the 
university or Women’s Studies programs as the ideal or practical 
home for the feminist scholar. (PK) 


Garside Allen, Christine (1975), ‘Conceptual History as a Methodology 
for Women’s Studies,’ McGill Journal of Education, vol. 10, no. 1, 
pp. 49-58. 

The author looks at the structure and content of Women’s Studies 
programs. She defines the components and functioning of an inter- 
disciplinary course, and suggests a methodology — conceptual 
history — for examining concepts and archetypes of women in 
western cultural history. She analyzes various literary texts to illus- 
trate the conceptual approach, and concludes by emphasizing the 
necessity of innovative methodologies and the interdisciplinary 
approach for Women’s Studies. 


Gilbert, Sandra and Gubar, Susan (1979), The Madwoman in the Attic, 
New Haven and London, Yale University Press. 
The book analyzes nineteenth century women’s literature from a 
feminist perspective. The opening chapter establishes the theory 
upon which the remainder of the book rests: men have tradition- 
ally been the authors, the pen like a penis, a male tool for creation. 
Women, then, as creators, as writers, have been without tools, with- 
out authority. They have had to write their vision of the world in 
terms of the pervading masculine world view; much of women’s 
work is about the dilemma of being a female artist. The remaining 
chapters address specific authors — Austen, Shelley, Eliot, Dickin- 
son, and the Bronté sisters — showing how the particular conditions 
under which they wrote influenced what they wrote. (RW) 
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Gordon, Linda (1975), ‘A Socialist View of Women’s Studies,’ Signs, 

vol, 1, no, 2, pp. 559-66. 

Gordon explains her own socialist perspective on Women’s Studies, 
She distinguishes between Black Studies and Women’s Studies, and 
between the oppression of black people and the oppression of all 
women. She expresses her belief that Women’s Studies can transform 
both scholarship and methodology, and thus finally describe the 
human experience. She ends with the assertion that the ‘liberation of 
all women lies in the socialist transformation of the whole society.’ 


Gould, Meredith (1980), ‘The New Sociology,’ Signs, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 
459-67. 
Gould asserts that although the concept of a sociology which is more 
responsive to women has made some gains in recent years, a male- 
centered tradition still dominates sociological analysis. She concen- 
trates her review on what she thinks are the emerging theoretical and 
methodological issues in sociology: ‘the terminological debate over 
“sex roles,” the critique of androcentrism in sociological theory, the 
reevaluation of traditional methodologies and renewed interest in 
the sociology of knowledge.’ (JH) 


Grossman Kahn, Diana (1978), ‘Interdisciplinary Studies and Women’s 
Studies: Questioning Answers and Creating Questions,’ The Struc- 
ture of Knowledge, Proceedings of the Fourth Annual GLCA 
Women’s Studies Conference, pp. 20-4. 

The author briefly looks at the methods and the questions of the 
disciplines, illustrating her points with a hypothetical new discipline, 
Grockology, and personal experiences in dealing with a single dis- 
cipline. She advocates the interdisciplinary approach for Women’s 
Studies as the one most likely to give a complete view of women’s 
experience and most able to provide a broad perspective for 
problem-solving. 


Guttentag, Marcia, et al. (1978), ‘Evaluating Women’s Studies: A 
Decision-Theoretic Approach,’ Signs, vol. 3, no. 4, pp. 884-90. 
In a new approach for evaluating the effects of Women’s Studies 
courses, the authors discuss evaluative methods in detail, and con- 
tend that their approach is particularly appropriate to Women's 
Studies because it can be adjusted to any program or course. 
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Harding, Sandra G. (1976), ‘Feminism: Reform or Revolution?’, in 
C. C. Gould and M. W. Wartofsky (eds), Women and Philosophy, 
New York, Putnam, pp. 271-84. 
This article asks whether feminism is a reformist or revolutionary 
movement. Harding suggests that it is both: feminism’s reformist 
approach works toward a revolution which will eventually eliminate 
oppression. To support her theory, the first half of the article con- 
fronts four arguments which suggest that ‘the kinds of changes 
[reformist] feminists are claimed to propose are not merely useless, 
but, even worse, dangerous and regressive with respect to achieving 
significant social and moral change.’ Harding refutes this statement 
by pointing out the flaws in each of the four arguments against 
reformist feminism. In the second half of the article, Harding deals 
directly with the reform/revolution dichotomy. She identifies four 
arguments condoning a revolutionary approach and condemning a 
reformist one. She carefully responds to each argument, pointing out 
the problems of a purely revolutionary movement. (RW) 


Hechinger, Fred (1980), ‘Black Studies Come of Age,’ New York 
Times Magazine, 13 April, pp. 48-51, 62-8, 73-6. 
Hechinger gives an historical synopsis of the progress of Black 
Studies and discusses the pros and cons of having a separate Black 
Studies department within an academic institution. The author inter- 
views selected present-day Black Studies faculty and gives examples 
of courses offered at Yale, Stanford, Berkeley and others to illus- 
trate the shift in emphasis from political activism to ‘pure’ academic 
scholarship. The tone of the article disparages the necessity or 
legitimacy of having a separate department for this ‘non-traditional’ 
program unless it is linked to an existing department. This ts of 
interest to Women's Studies because of the parallels between the two 
disciplines both recently founded studies with roots in social move- 
ments. (MP) 


Hersh, Blanche G. (1980), ‘Re-entry Women Involved in Women’s 
Studies,’ Women’s Studies Monograph Series, US Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare, National Institute of Education? 
This monograph examines re-entry women, their changing profile, 
and the vital need Women's Studies and re-entry women have for 
each other. Hersh discusses the growth and interrelationship of 
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Women’s Studies and continuing education for women. She makes 
seven recommendations to facilitate further research on re-entry 
women and women’s centers, (ML) 


Hoffman, Nancy (1977), ‘Seven Years Later: A Review,’ The Radical 
Teacher, Special Issue: Women’s Studies in 1977, pp. 54-7. 
A review of Florence Howe’s study of fifteen Women’s Studies Pro- 
grams. Hoffman expands on some of Howe’s themes, such as the 
degree of ‘feminism’ in the programs and the influence of a white, 
middle-class bias, Particularly, she looks at program governance and 
considers the problems involved in decision-making as it relates to 
the structure of power and authority in the university. 


Howe, Florence (1975), ‘Women and the Power to Change,’ in F, Howe 
(ed.), Women and the Power to Change, pp. 127-71. 
Howe explores the relationship between women and power. She 
looks at the kinds of power that women actually have had and at 
the kinds of power that various writers have claimed that women 
have. She explains how power has been thought of, and used. She 
then presents her own view of power, and the potential changes she 
sees which feminists can bring about in the manner of wielding power. 


Howe, Florence, (1977), Seven Years Later: Women’s Studies Programs 
in 1976, areport of the National Advisory Council on Women’s 
Educational Programs, Washington, DC. 

A comprehensive study of fifteen Women’s Studies Programs in 
colleges and universities in the United States. Howe’s report dis- 
cusses: curriculum and the classroom, students, faculty and admin- 
istration, the impact of Women’s Studies as a strategy for change, 
issues for the future, and recommendations. Two appendices outline 
program curriculum and present demographic profiles of the fifteen 
campuses. 


Howe, Florence (1978), ‘Breaking the Disciplines,’ The Structure of 
Knowledge, Proceedings of the Fourth Annual GLCA Women’s 
Studies Conference, pp. 34-7. 

In the opening address to the 1978 GLCA Conference, Howe out- 
lines the history of the academic disciplines, revealing how revolu- 
tionary and threatening these ‘new’ disciplines, the sciences, were to 
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the educators of the 1880s. She examines the fragmentation of the 
‘traditional’ disciplines and their claims of objectivity and truth. Howe 
explains how the development of Women’s Studies parallels the 
development of the ‘traditional’ disciplines, and yet how Women’s 
Studies differs in its perspective on the structure of knowledge. 


Howe, Florence and Ahlum, Carol (1973), ‘Women’s Studies and Social 
Change,’ in A. Rossi and A. Calderwood (eds), Academic Women on 
the Move, New York, Russell Sage, pp. 393-423. 

A detailed article on the situation of Women’s Studies in 1973 in 
terms of the social, educational, and historical context of its devel- 
opment. The authors discuss Women’s Studies courses, disciplinary 
and interdisciplinary approaches, the effect of Women’s Studies on 
graduate and professional schools, and the difficulties faced by the 
new programs, The article concludes with an examination of the 
structure and goals of Women’s Studies. Throughout, Howe and 
Ahlum provide data on the size of programs, number of courses, etc. 


Huber, Joan (1979), ‘Review Essay for Sociology,’ Signs, vol. 1, no. 3, 
pp. 685-97. 
Recent scholarship has begun to fill in the gaps in economic, educa- 
tional, political and religious contexts where women were formerly 
invisible to the sociologist. Huber describes four categories of study: 
(1) documentation that sexism dominates society and social science, 
(2) new perspectives on traditional theories about women in the 
areas of marriage and family, (3) research on women in different 
social classes, and (4) a synthesis of existing material in order to 
develop a theory of sex stratification. Before 1970, little informa- 
tion on women was available, since then the field has exploded; 
Huber cites over seventy-five articles and books. (WG) 


Hull, Gloria T., Scott, Patricia B. and Smith, Barbara (eds) (1982), 
All the Women Are White, All the Blacks are Men, But Some of Us 
Are Brave: Black Women’s Studies, New York, Feminist Press. 
This book is both a testament to the existence of a strong black 
feminist tradition and a response to the invisibility of black female 
experience in either the Women’s Studies or Black Studies class- 
room. The editors envision Black Women’s Studies as a ‘feminist, 
pro-woman perspective that acknowledges the reality of sexual 


242/Selected annotated bibliography 


oppression in the lives of black women, as well as the oppression of 
race and class.’ They see Black Women’s Studies as a metaphor for 
the essential revolutionary message of Women’s Studies — profound 
social and political change can occur only when the experience of 
black women is immediately accessible to all women. In this way 
Black Women’s Studies would serve as a ‘transformer of conscious- 
ness’ not only for black women, but for Women's Studies in general. 
The text includes: theoretical, sociological, literary and pedagogical 
essays, extensive bibliographies, Black Women's Studies course 
syllabi, and photographs. (HK) 


Jaggar, Alison (1977), ‘Political Philosophies of Women’s Liberation,’ in 
M. Vetterling-Braggin, F. Elliston, and J. English (eds), Feminism 
and Philosophy, Totowa, Littlefield, Adams, pp. 5-21. 

Jaggar states that although equality is the basic goal for feminists, 
subgroups of different feminist theories and strategies exist within 
the women’s movement. She describes in detail current ideologies 
which are most influential: the conservative view, liberal feminism, 
classical Marxist feminism, and radical feminism, and then cites two 
‘new directions’ in which feminism has continued: lesbian separatism 
and socialist feminism. She maintains that a theoretical overview 
approach, rather than an isolationist method, will be more effective 
in resolving feminist issues, (DB-A) 


Jayaratne, Toby Epstein (1983), ‘The Value of Quantitative Methodo!noy 
for Feminist Research,’ in G. Bowles and R. Duelli Klein (eds), Theories 
of Women’s Studies, London, Routledge & Kegan Paul, pp. 140-61. 
Jayaratne responds to the critique of quantitative research made by 
feminist social scientists. She says that we should not throw out 
quantitative research, but reform it for our use, and employ it along 
with qualitative research for the purpose of improving the lives of 
women, She explains quantitative methodology as it is used in 
survey research and argues that, since feminists are thought of as 
subjective, we should take advantage of this form of research to be 
as ‘objective’ as possible. (GLB) 


Kelly-Gadol, Joan (1976), ‘The Social Relation of the Sexes: Method- 
ological Implications of Women’s History,’ Signs, vol. 1, no. 4, 
pp. 809-23. 
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Joan Kelly-Gadol explores the theoretical significance and implica- 
tions of women’s history for historical study in general. By ques- 
tioning the three basic concerns of historical thought — periodization, 
categories of social analysis and theories of social change — women’s 
history has ‘shaken the foundations of historical study.’ Feminist 
historiography has recently unsettled these preconceived notions 

of historical periods, social categories and ideologies for social 
change, and reexamined their effects on women. At the core of this 
disruption is an idea which is basic to feminism: women’s relation- 
ship to men and our position in society is not natural but a social 
construct. She approaches each of these three basic concerns by 
describing the traditional outlook and then discussing the problems 
raised by women’s history. The article lists almost one hundred 
other sources of information in the field of women’s history. (WG) 


Kipp, Rita (1978), ‘The Feminist Critique: Plans and Perspectives,’ The 
Structure of Knowledge, Proceedings of the Fourth Annual GLCA 
Women’s Studies Conference, pp. 49-53. 

In the conference’s closing speech, Kipp examines feminism, femin- 
ist criticism and feminist scholarship. She points out to those in- 
volved in Women’s Studies that feminism ts an ideology like other 
ideologies and that we must apply feminist criticism to our own 
feminism. She asserts that in order to transform social structures, 
feminism must always be self-critical instead of assuming its own 
truth and adapting information and methods to fit ideology, as the 
other disciplines have done. 


Kuhn, Thomas S. (1970), The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 2nd 
edn enlarged, University of Chicago Press. 
Kuhn portrays the history of science not as a gradual accumulation 
of knowledge leading to closer and closer approximations of truth 
but rather as a continuing series of revolutionary shifts in world 
view, each of which changes the nature of scientific truth and work. 
Scientists function in the context of ‘normal science,’ their work 
based on the theories, precedents, problems, and methods accepted 
by the current scientific community, or, in Kuhn’s terms, on a ‘para- 
digm.’ The major work of normal science is problem-solving, the 
reconciliation of the paradigm with acknowledged anomalies. 
Periodically, however, anomalies become irreconcilable to the point 
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of ‘crisis,’ and new theories or paradigm candidates emerge, The 
gradual adoption of a new paradigm, usually by a rising generation 
of scientists, places previous work in a new light, and, based often on 
only slightly different ideas of what is significant, allows new dis- 
coveries; a qualitatively different science emerges with each of these 
revolutions. Though Kuhn restricts it to the natural sciences, his 
theory implies, for many disciplines, that ‘knowledge’ is extremely 
malleable and largely dependent for its nature, as well as its extent, 
on the academic community concerned with it, The theory is inter- 
esting for Women’s Studies practitioners engaged in a kind of scien- 
tific revolution, (JA) 


Lamphere, Louise (1977), ‘Review Essay: Anthropology,’ Signs, vol. 2, 
no. 3, pp. 612-27. 
Lamphere provides a concise and useful review of the arguments and 
frameworks of analysis on sexual asymmetry and women’s roles in 
anthropological literature. She cites four major trends: (1) the 
clarification of different positions on the issue of women’s universal 
subordination versus the existence of sexual equality in some socie- 
ties, (2) the search for an appropriate cross-cultural framework for 
the analysis of sex-roles and women’s status, (3) regional studies, 
often interdisciplinary, making controlled comparisons of women’s 
roles within the same historical and cultural influences, (4) the need 
to analyze change, both historical and contemporary, with attention 
to colonialism, migration, ‘development,’ and revolution, Lamphere 
gives a valuable critique of the implications and limitations of the 
positions surveyed, She emphasizes the need for a better model of 
society in order to assess evidence on sexual asymmetry, and for a 
better framework for cross-cultural comparisons of women’s roles 
in different kinds of communities. (SH) 


Lanser, Susan and Torton Beck, Evelyn (1979), ‘Why Are There No 
Great Women Critics and What Difference Does It Make?,’ in J. A. 
Sherman and E. Torton Beck (eds), The Prism of Sex: Essays in the 
Sociology of Knowledge, Madison, University of Wisconsin Press, 
pp. 79-91. 

Lanser and Beck question the conspicuous lack of feminist critics 
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at a time when feminist writers are being recognized. Accounting tor 
this discrepancy, they explain that women have been acknowledged 
as writers because they share common traits with artists — sensitiv- 
ity, expressiveness, sensuality — but have been denied recognition 
as critics because woman as critic, theorist, thinker is considered a 
contradiction in terms, Lanser and Beck insist there have been 
women critics. They examine women who were both novelists and 
critics, yet perceived exclusively as novelists. They also examine 
distinguished male writers who relied heavily on female criticism, 
yet failed to credit the women. Finally, they contrast traditional 
male criticism with feminist criticism, calling for a re-evaluation of 
criticism: a renaming and reclaiming of that which patriarchy has 
falsely named for us. (RW) 


Lerner, Gerda (1972), ‘On the Teaching and Organization of Feminist 
Studies,’ Female Studies, vol. V, pp. 34-7. 
In this short article, Gerda Lerner looks at Women’s Studies from 
two perspectives. First, she states that Feminist Studies are and 
should be interdisciplinary since they involve the students’ whole 
beings (body, mind and emotions) and in order to reveal the entire 
range of women’s experiences. Second, the methods used in teaching 
must have as their intent the search/discovery of this full range of 
experiences. Women’s Studies should also challenge the assumption 
that man is the measure and instead put forward the notion that 
both women and men are the measure. Lerner believes that a new 
academe could emerge through Women’s Studies as it has the 
potential to break the artificial separation that now exists between 
theory and practice. However, she warns that in our development we 
do not create new dogmas and ideologies for ‘we do not need to 
replace the old myths with new ones.’ (PA) 


Lerner, Gerda (1980), ‘Placing Women in History: A Theoretical 
Approach,’ paper delivered at the Organization of American Histor- 
ians, San Francisco. 

Lerner examines the traditional attitudes toward women in history 
and the recent renaissance of information on women’s unique ex- 
perience and culture. She says that women’s oppression is rooted 
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in our lack of a cultural history; because we have not known about 
our role in history, we have felt ahistorical and unimportant. Tradi- 
tional history has relegated a marginal position to women of the 
past; to reclaim our past, Lerner suggests we emphasize history 
(‘lived past reality’) as opposed to History (‘as recorded in books.). 
She describes an alternative historiography for women’s history 
which refutes patriarchal methodologies. (WG) 


Lopata, Helena Z. (1976), ‘Review Essay in Sociology,’ Signs, vol. 2, 
no. 1, pp. 165-76. 
This article centers around sociological work on sex roles within 
the family. Recent sociological studies of marriage and the family 
have examined role conflicts experienced by working women, the 
problems facing single parents and the low status of the housewife. 
Gerontology in a sociological context is also examined. Lopata 
points out that there has been a ‘burst of new perspectives and 
knowledge’ in theories about the family, and her review essay lists 
more than seventy sources of this new information. (WG) 


Martin, Wendy and Briscoe, Louise (1974), ‘Women’s Studies: Problems 
in Research,’ Women’s Studies, vol. 2, no. 2, pp. 249-59. 
This two-part article addresses topics and problems in feminist 
literary criticism and research, Martin lists areas of study and en- 
courages more innovative, creative research on subjects heretofore 
unexamined by feminist scholars. Briscoe looks at the trends, 
assumptions, strengths and weaknesses of feminist criticism of liter- 
ature and language. 


Mies, Maria (1983), ‘Towards a Methodology for Feminist Research,’ 
in G. Bowles and R. Duelli Klein (eds), Theories of Women's Studies 
London, Routledge & Kegan Paul, pp. 117-39. 

Maria Mies, a German social scientist, says that if Women’s Studies 
wants to take an active part in the struggle against women’s oppres- 
sion, then we must fundamentally reconceptualize all stages of doing 
research. Only when women go beyond the initial consciousness 
raising process and become actively involved in changing our own 
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lives will we understand the social causes of our individual oppres- 
sion and devise strategies for changing the status quo. Mies puts for- 
ward seven methodological postulates for doing feminist research 
and discusses their implementation on a project with battered 
women in Cologne, Germany. Although aware of difficulties, she 
also suggests the applicability of these postulates in developing coun- 
tries. She hopes both for a crossing of cultural barriers and a healing 
of the split between ivory tower theory and praxis in life. (RDK) 


Mies, Maria and Reddock, Rhoda (eds) (1982), National Liberation and 
Women's Liberation and Mies, Maria (ed.) (1982), Fighting on Two 
Fronts: Women’s Struggles and Research, both Institute of Social 
Studies, P.O. Box 90733, 2509 LS The Hague, Holland, each Dfl. 10. 
Two collections of workshop papers under the sponsorship of the 
MA course ‘Women and Development’ set up to exchange exper- 
iences of women who were involved in both activist struggle and 
feminist research, The papers investigate the problems in develop- 
ing alternative research methods, the relationship between women’s 
emancipation and national liberation and feminist struggles in the 
US and Europe. The first volume contains papers about feminist 
activities in Jugoslavia, Bangla Desh, Nicaragua, Zimbabwe and 
South Africa (Azania) as well as a comparison of women’s exper- 
iences in Indian and Chinese post-liberation society. A group discus- 
sion ‘what happens to women after the revolution?’ is particularly 
informative — highlighting the need for autonomous women’s organ- 
izations — and an international annotated bibliography with a strong 
emphasis on Third World Countries concludes the book. The second 
volume focuses on how to do feminist research and contains 
accounts of research experiences in Tanzania and India as well as 
reflections on Oral History and work in a Theatre Collective: Drama 
for Struggle and Research, The discussion section mentions some of 
the especially important areas for feminist research, e.g. the relation- 
ship between the researcher and the researched, in particular if they 
are ‘Ist world’ and ‘3rd world’ women (this is important also for 
researcher/researched relationships); problems involved in field work 
among ‘other’ women; funding for research projects; the political 
context of action and research, etc. The annotated bibliography lists 
over 80 publications concerned with feminist research again with an 
emphasis on third world countries, (RDK) 
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Millsap, M., Bagensatos, N, and Talburtt, M. (1979), Women’s Studies 
Evaluation Handbook, US Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare, The National Institute of Education.’ 

This handbook is intended to aid Women’s Studies program direc- 
tors and faculty. It provides information on program objectives, 
selecting research designs, deciding on instruments, analyzing data, 
reporting results, and utilizing other resource materials. (KM) 


Morgan, Ellen (1978), ‘On Teaching Women’s Studies,’ Ann Arbor 
Papers in Women’s Studies (Special Issue), pp. 27-34. 
Morgan exhorts Women’s Studies teachers to be aware of and deal 
with the alienation that Women’s Studies students can come to feel. 
If Women’s Studies students are going to be agents of change in our 
society, they must learn — and instructors should teach — about the 
psychology of alienation and about the methods which oppressed 
peoples have historically used to improve their position. Thus 
students can develop a deepened comprehension of the changes 
they go through, the society around them, and possible strategies 
for change. This can greatly mitigate the alienation and immobiliz- 
ing estrangement from society. 


Okerlund, Arlene N. (1979), ‘Will Women’s Studies Survive>’, The 
Chronicle for Higher Education, vol. 18, no, 8, p. 80. 
Writing for a general educational audience, Okerlund points out 
the need for Women’s Studies as a catalyst to a traditional curricu- 
lum that frequently excludes women or portrays them as they are 
perceived by men, giving examples from the study of English litera- 
ture. She fears that the economic cuts faced by educational institu- 
tions will affect Women’s Studies more than any other department 
since it is less powerful than the traditional disciplines, but insists 
that Women’s Studies is needed in the university because it permits 
a ‘feminine perspective in a masculine world’ and ensures the survival 
of ‘those highly revered, but frequently neglected, academic prin- 
ciples of . . . truth and honesty.’ (Letters responding to Okerlund’s 
article appear in the 18 June 1979 issue of The Chronicle.) (PA) 


Parsons, Kathryn P. (1979), ‘Moral Revolution,’ in J. A. Sherman and 
E. Torton Beck (eds), The Prism of Sex: Essays in the Soctology of 
Knowledge, Madison, University of Wisconsin Press, pp. 189-227. 
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Parsons’s examination of the philosophical underpinnings of the 
abortion issue is relevant to Women’s Studies people for her depic- 
tion of the interrelated manner in which economics, science, and 
philosophy gain merit and confirmation from each other, She is 
highly critical of the male and property owning class dominance 
embodied within moral thinking. She uses the philosophy of an 
illegal abortion clinic called ‘Jane’ as the basis for constructing a 
moral theory which challenges theories embodied within current 
moral thinking. (PK) 


‘Politics and Culture in Women’s History: A Symposium’ (1980), 
Feminist Studies, vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 28-54. 
This symposium is a debate on the historical significance and 
character of a distinct ‘women’s culture.’ The contributors include 
Mary Jo Buhle, Ellen DuBois and Gerda Lerner. Buhle views the 
relationship between women’s culture and feminism as crucial to 
contemporary feminist scholarship, She emphasizes the need for 
historians to integrate this knowledge to produce theories capable 
of explaining women’s lives. The concept of women’s culture, 
according to Buhle, is one of the most significant theoretical contri- 
butions of feminist analysis in recent years, It is instrumental in 
explaining the development of women’s consciousness and the ——~ 
formation of the contemporary women’s movement as well as 
feminism of the past. She reminds us that women’s culture and 
feminist consciousness must be viewed within its social and 
economic context. 

DuBois emphasizes the importance of researching and evaluating 
history from a feminist perspective. It is important that feminist 
scholarship focus on the political significance of feminism when 
developing theoretical concepts to place women in history and to 
induce social change. She criticizes women’s history of the 1960s 
for focusing too heavily on the theme of oppression and on the exis- 
tence of a separate women’s culture. She attempts to clarify the con- 
cept of women’s culture and assess its political and theoretical 
significance. DuBois views the relationship between the history of 
feminism and the history of women’s culture as dialectical. 

Lerner discusses the problem of redefinition for feminist scholars 
in search of appropriate conceptual frameworks. She believes that 
the terminology we use defines the questions we are able to ask 


250/Selected annotated bibliography 


because they either sharpen or dull distinctions between various 
concepts. We must engage in a process of redefinition in order to 
move beyond traditional meaning. To begin this process, in relation 
to women’s history, Lerner distinguishes between ‘women’s rights’ 
and ‘women’s emancipation.’ The former is a movement concerned 
with winning equality for women in the status quo, a reformist goal. 
The latter concerns women’s freedom from oppressive restrictions 
imposed by gender toward greater autonomy and self-determinism, 
implying a radical transformation. Lerner also feels we must distin- 
guish between research done in a male-defined context and in a 
female-defined context. From a women-centered perspective, all of 
women’s activities and goals in a patriarchal world can be defined 
as ‘women’s culture,’ including feminism. (AB-P) 


Prewitt, Kenneth (1979), ‘Annual Report from the President,’ Annual 
Report 1978-1979, New York, Social Science Research Council. 
This report is relevant to Women’s Studies because the president 
of the Social Science Research Council openly acknowledges that 
the social sciences are suffering from a credibility gap that threatens 
them both politically and financially. He identifies the ‘two research 
traditions in the social sciences’ as quantification ('. . . frequently 
cited as its single most important achievement . . .’) and narration 
(recognition of the cultural and historical roots of events and be- 
havior in society). While noting the importance of adding narration 
to social science research in order to increase its legitimacy, he con- 
tinues to affirm the value of scientific methods. He suggests that 
quantification should be tempered by narration in order to produce 
more quantification and more scientific data for policy formula- 
tion, (JH) 


Rapp, Rayna (1979), ‘Review Essay: Anthropology,’ Signs, vol. 4, no. 
3, pp. 497-513. 
Surveying works employing differing assumptions and methods, 
Rapp sees current work in the anthropology of women as a 
continuation of the debate on the universality of sexual asymmetry. 
Refinements in the argument focus on the historical aspect of gender 
relations and on greater investigation of small contemporary cul- 
tures, exploring ‘the ambiguous nature of specific contexts of sexual 
subordination.’ Rapp argues for a more cautious use of the ‘public/ 
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private domain’ distinction. She suggests there is a danger of con- 
fusing an ideological statement with the underlying, interpenetrating 
relations of economic and social life. She also raises the problem of 
delineating and analyzing a distinct women’s culture without roman- 
ticizing the mechanisms of oppression, a problem that ‘raises politi- 
cal questions about identification with the culture of oppression.’ 
(SH) 


Register, Cheri (1979), ‘Brief, A-Mazing Movements: Dealing with Des- 
pair in the Women’s Studies Classroom,’ Women's Studies News- 
letter, vol. 7, no. 4, pp. 7-10. 

From her own experience in the Women’s Studies classroom, 
Register comes forward with a model for the development of 
feminist consciousness, After a period of ‘compensating,’ a negative 
period of ‘criticizing’ marked by bitter despair and frustration 
follows, But then the ‘collecting and constructing’ of facts on 
women leads us towards ‘conceiving,’ that is, developing a ‘gyno- 
centric vision.” But there is an ‘abyss’ to overcome... . will we be 
able to make this leap? 


Reinharz, Shulamit (1979), On Becoming a Social Scientist, San Fran- 
cisco, Jossey-Bass, 
In this detailed book, Shulamit Reinharz describes step by step three 
research projects which revealed to her the pitfalls of objective re- 
search. She became disillusioned with the principles and method- 
ology of objective research and developed a new procedure which 
she calls ‘experiential analysis.’ The researcher is not aloof or ‘elite’ 
in this procedure; rather, s/he becomes a participant subject in the 
study and through self awareness and emotional involvement tries 
to unite and understand the environment, Reinharz’s experiential 
analysis seriously challenges objective scientific research. (PA) 


Reinharz, Shulamit (1983), ‘Experiential analysis: a contribution to 
feminist research,’ in G. Bowles and R. Duelli Klein (eds), Theories 
of Women’s Studies, London, Routledge & Kegan Paul, pp. 162-91. 
Shulamit Reinharz delineates the background of her departure from 
survey research and participant observation to the development of 
what she calls ‘experiential analysis.’ The first step in this under- 
taking consists of accepting the validity of one’s own experience; 
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next we have to ‘specify the assumptions of the traditional frame- 
work which are being challenged’ and proceed to develop an alterna- 
tive set of assumptions. Then, Reinharz advises us, we must connect 
‘the conventional and alternative assumptions into specific com- 
ponents of research procedures,’ The key elements of experiential 
analysis should be seen as a collection of interacting components: 
assumptions, personal preparation, problem formulation, data 
gathering and stopping, data digestion and presentation, policy ques- 
tions. Reinharz elaborates on each of these components and con- 
cludes that the possibilities of creating more meaningful research 

by using ‘non-hierarchical, non-authoritative, non-manipulative’ 
research methods are well worth the many difficulties inherent in 
working with these alternative research methods. (RDK) 


Reinharz, Shulamit, Bombyk, Marti, Wright, Jan (1982), ‘Feminist 
Research Methodology in Sociology and Psychology: A Topical 
and Chronological Selected Bibliography with Introductory Essays’, 
in Women’s Studies International Forum, 1983, vol. 6, no. 4, forth- 
coming. 
A 51-page bibliography on research and research methodology on 
women in the social sciences and psychology. The chronological 
order allows for easy identification of early papers on feminist re- 
search and the topical order includes such headings as ‘Frameworks,’ 
‘Who Has Access to Doing and Publishing?,' ‘Uncovering Ignored 
Topics and Data Concerning Women,’ ‘Critiques of Conventional 
Methods from a Feminist Perspective,’ ‘Feminist Research Alterna- 
tives,’ ‘Women Discuss Their Experience as Researchers’ and ‘Biblio- 
graphies and Additional Resources’ (RDK). 


Rich, Adrienne (1975), “Toward a Woman-Centered University,’ in F. 
Howe (ed.), Women and the Power to Change, New York, McGraw- 
Hill, pp. 15-46. 

This is Rich’s plea for women in the university to work toward 
changing the focus of the institution from men to people, which 
means changing its hierarchical structure. Women’s Studies helps 
put an end to the fragmentation of knowledge because style and 
content are new, anti-hierarchical and a response to women’s whole- 
ness. The questions we must ask are: How can misogyny be over- 
come to provide for women’s ‘nascence’ instead of merely her 
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‘renaissance’ and how can we achieve a redefinition of ‘human,’ 
that is, ‘not merely for equal rights but for a new kind of being.’ 


Rich, Adrienne (1976), ‘Women’s Studies — Renaissance or Revolu- 
tion?, Women’s Studies, vol. 3, no. 2, pp. 121-6. 
Rich sees Women’s Studies as ‘a pledge of resistance’; she views 
feminist culture and feminist politics as inseparable. Women's 
Studies must strive to change our society, to end patriarchy, and to 
continue to struggle until the division between politics and culture 
in our society no longer exists. 


Rich, Adrienne (1979a), ‘Claiming an Education,’ in On Lies, Secrets 
and Silence, New York, W. W. Norton, pp. 231-5. 
In this address to students at Douglass College, Rich advocates that 
women involve themselves in diligent, challenging studies at the uni- 
versity. She stresses that women students must take responsibility 
for their education, and that a women’s college can provide the 
environment for both teachers and students to achieve these goals. 


Rich, Adrienne (1979b), ‘Taking Women Students Seriously,’ in On 
Lies, Secrets and Silence, New York, W. W. Norton, pp. 237-45. 
Addressing teachers of women, Rich discusses various circumstances 
of society and education which devalue and alienate women 
students, She briefly analyzes ‘co-education,’ sexist grammar, 
physica] and mental rape, and the nuclear family. Rich exhorts 
women teachers (and students) to recognize their importance and 
value as women and as women in academia. 


Rich, Adrienne (1980), ‘Compulsory Heterosexuality and Lesbian 
Existence,’ Signs, vol. 5, no. 4, pp. 631-61. 
Rich discusses the marginal status of lesbians in most feminist 
scholarship; she cites, for example, the work of Chodorow, Dinner- 
stein and Jean Baker Miller, She calls for an examination of the 
dominance of heterosexuality, arguing that institutionalized hetero- 
sexuality helps to maintain male supremacy. Rich says that women 
do not always have a choice about their sexual orientation, often for 
economic reasons. She defines lesbian experience as more than 
genital contact, as a ‘lesbian continuum,’ by which she means ‘a 
range .. . of woman-identified experience,’ She goes on to distinguish 
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between the relationships of male homosexuals and of lesbians. The 
article challenges feminist scholars to participate in the work of ‘un- 
earthing and describing “lesbian existence.” (LM) 


Roberts, Helen (ed.) (1981), Doing Feminist Research, London, Rout- 
ledge & Kegan Paul. 
Doing Feminist Research is a collection of British papers on possi- 
bilities and problems when undertaking sociological research from 
a feminist perspective. Rather than discussing specifically what con- 
stitutes ‘feminist research,’ the contributors talk about their specific 
research projects. (The exception to this generalization is Ann 
Oakley’s piece on feminist interviewing.) The influence of the re- 
searcher on the researched — her lifestyle, professional status, 
appearance, age -- is discussed by Diana Woodward and Lynne 
Chisholm in a review of their research on housewives. Simuarly, 
Joyce Pettigrew talks about her research in India as a white Western 
woman and the wife of an Indian man. Helen Roberts, in ‘Women 
and their doctors: Power and powerlessness in the research process’ 
and Christine Delphy in ‘Women in stratification studies’ discuss 
flaws and inadequacies in existing social science research for the 
investigation of women. Catriona Llewellyn presents findings from 
a feminist research project on women bankers and Dale Spender 
addresses the question of getting published, mercilessly exposing the 
persistence of male ‘gatekeeping’ which prevents women from 
getting research findings distributed, (RDK) 


Rosaldo, Michelle Z. (1980), ‘The Use and Abuse of Anthropology: 
Reflections on Feminism and Cross-cultural Understanding,’ Signs, 
vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 389-417. 

Rosaldo evaluates the way feminist writers have incorporated 
anthropology into their works, criticizes the search for the ‘origins’ 
of sexual inequality, and questions theories cast in universal, often 
dichotomous terms. She argues that ‘universalizing’ modes of 
thought lead to the reinstatement of traditional views that regard 
women’s roles as primordial and unchanging. Asserting that gender 
roles in all cultures are social constructs, she argues that sexual 
asymmetry and women’s subordination should be understood in 
social terms. Rosaldo evaluates her earlier use of the distinction 
between public and private domains as a heuristic device to better 
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describe and understand women’s lives cross-culturally, After exam- 
ining its uses and inadequacies, she suggests that such a dichotomy 
perpetuates the ideology of ‘separate spheres’ found in Victorian 
social science, that it fails to deal with the problematic nature of the 
relations between such domains, and that it creates a false separation 
between women and men who, after all, live in the world together. 
Rosaldo stresses the need for a theoretical perspective which 
analyzes the relations of women and men as aspects of a wider social 
context, Arguing that women’s inequality must be seen as part of 
concrete historical and social realities, she asks that we remember 
‘that the individuals who create social relationships and bonds are 
themselves social creations.’ (SH) 


Rosenfelt, Deborah (1973), ‘Going Strong: New Courses/New Pro- 
grams,’ Female Studies, vol. 7, New York, Feminist Press. 
A comprehensive listing of new courses and programs in Women’s 
Studies in 1973, Courses range from those in classics and speech to 
the arts and social work — eighteen sections in all. The structures 
and goals of twelve Women’s Studies Programs close this volume. 


Rosenfelt, Deborah (1979), ‘Ethnic Studies and Women’s Studies at UC 
Berkeley: A Collective Interview,’ The Radical Teacher, Special 
California Issue — Proposition 13 and After, vol. 14, pp. 12-18. 
Rosenfelt interviewed representatives from three programs at the 
University of California at Berkeley: Clara Sue Kidwell, Native 
American Studies, Ron Takaki, Asian-American Studies, and Gloria 
Bowles, Women’s Studies. Topics include structure and origins, 
university support, student participation, majors, demands on co- 
ordinators and professors, and community involvement. A presenta- 
tion of the functioning of programs at UC Berkeley, and of the 
structural contrasts between Women’s Studies and Ethnic Studies. 


Ross, Dorothy (1979), ‘The Development of the Social Sciences,’ in 
A. Oleson and J. Voss (eds), The Organization of Knowledge in 
Modern America, 1860-1920, Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University 
Press, pp. 107-37. 
Ross discusses the factors that led the social sciences to take form as 
separate, academic, professional and scientific disciplines, Specific- 
ally, she first ‘identifies groups of scholars concerned with social 
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science in the 1870s and the 1880s and discusses the emergence of 
academic and scientific disciplines within them.’ In the next section 
she ‘describes the young academics that appeared after 1880 and 
analyzes their impulse toward professionalization.’ In a third section 
she discusses ‘the conflicts and compromises within the institutions 
that shaped the disciplines.’ In final section she ‘talks about the 
scientific aspirations of the social sciences and notes some of the 
factors that led to the appearance of a more vigorous scientism after 
1912.’ (JH) 


Rutenberg, Taly (1983), ‘Learning Women’s Studies,’ in G. Bowles 
and R. Duelli Klein (eds), Theories of Women’s Studies, London, 
Routledge & Kegan Paul, pp. 72-8. 

An examination of the traditional disciplines and Women’s Studies 
from a student's perspective in terms of intellectual development 
and personal and professional relevance. Because Women’s Studies 
emerged from a social movement and is responsible to feminist 
principles, the author argues that it has characteristics which create 
the potential for a more rewarding and useful educational exper- 
ience, 


Salzman-Webb, Marilyn (1972), ‘Feminist Studies: Frill or Necessity?,’ 
Female Studies, vol. 5, pp. 64-76. 
The author first presents a case for the necessity of Feminist Studies, 
and defines feminism as a philosophy of knowledge. She then pro- 
ceeds to examine what and how feminist teachers teach, and con- 
cludes with a warning to Feminist Studies to be wary of co-optation, 


Sapiro, Virginia (1979), ‘Women’s Studies and Political Conflict,’ in 
J. A. Sherman and E. Torton Beck (eds), The Prism of Sex; Essays 
in the Sociology of Knowledge, Madison, University of Wisconsin 
Press, PPp...293-63. 
Sapiro reaffirms the underlying political nature of Women’s Studies 
and its research and discusses the political confrontation that 
Women’s Studies presents to dominant values and methodologies. 
She develops an explanation for the exclusion of women from 
political science research by asserting that the discipline is defined in 
a way which limits the scope of its study, the questions it can ask 
and its vision of what is relevant. She specifically points to Robert 
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Dahl’s Who Governs? as a ‘clear example of the treatment of women 
in political science,’ Her discussion of Dahl’s work illuminates the 
contradictions in the assumptions and methods of his discipline. (JH) 


Seller, Maxine (1980), ‘Putting Women into American Jewish History,’ 
Frontiers, vol. 5, no. 1, pp. 59-62. 
As a professor of American Jewish History, Seller is determined to 
reveal the status of American Jewish women over time. Using the 
‘compensatory’ approach, she added women previously ignored in 
the male-centered course, Next, she asked that ‘. . . the students 
consider women’s activities, interests, and perceptions as an integral 
part of every topic, equal in importance to the activities, interests, 
and perceptions of men,’ She discusses the dearth of material on 
American Jewish women and points out that even when they are 
referred to, their roles are underemphasized and treated from male 
perspectives. The use of poetry, fiction, and drama can be useful in 
obtaining information, as well as the work of journalists, social 
workers, and government commissions. (DB-A) 


Sherwin, Susan (1972), ‘Women’s Studies as a Scholarly Discipline: 
Some Questions for Discussion,’ Female Studies, vol. 5, pp. 114-16. 
Sherwin raises four questions about Women’s Studies and pur- 
posely provides only tentative answers. Her questions deal with the 
goals of programs, choice of curriculum materials, long-term aims, 
and whether ours is a scholarly discipline. 


Showalter, Elaine (1971), ‘Introduction: Teaching About Women, 
1971,’ Female Studies, vol. 4, pp. i-xu. 
An introductory article on the history of Women’s Studies, In addi- 
tion, Showalter looks at the special difficulties of women students 
and professors, and at the problems of male students and professors 
in Women’s Studies courses. She examines teaching techniques and 
the atmosphere of the Women’s Studies classroom, control of pro- 
grams and the course purposes. 


Smith, Barbara (1977), ‘Toward a Black Feminist Criticism,’ Condi- 
tions: Two, vol. 1, no. 2, pp. 24-44. 
Smith says that despite the abundance of gifted black writers, black 
literature is scarcely known and published black lesbian writing is 
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even more uncommon, This literature must be made available so 
that people can understand black, Third World and lesbian culture. 
White criticizes improperly handled reviews of black women writers 
and black male critics are often insensitive to the issue of sexism in 
the literature of black women, To ensure that black literature is not 
passed by, misunderstood or destroyed, critics are needed who 
understand black lesbians and black women’s language. (ML) 


Smith, Barbara (1979), The Structure of Knowledge: A Feminist 
Perspective, Proceedings of the 4th Annual GLCA Women’s Studies 
Conference, pp. 11-16. 

Smith believes that Black Women’s Studies is a revolutionary new 
curriculum. It is an interdisciplinary and feminist examination of 
black women’s lives emphasizing issues such as class, race and sexual 
violence. Black Women’s Studies will ‘transform knowledge as we 
know it’ by introducing and expanding upon issues of interest to 
Women’s Studies and Black Studies. Black Women’s Studies is an 
extension of the Black Women’s Movement; this ‘knowledge that 
complements and makes possible political movement’ will contri- 
bute to the transformation of existing disciplines. Smith maintains 
that objective scholarship — white male studies — changes nothing; 
the bias of Black Women’s Studies must be toward the kind of 
knowledge that moves — and saves — black women’s lives. (ML) 


Smith, Barbara (1980), ‘Racism and Women’s Studies,’ Frontiers, 
vol. 5, no, 1, pp. 48-9. 
Smith challenges white feminists to ‘fundamentally, organically 
and non-rhetorically’ confront racism in their own lives, in Women’s 
Studies and in the women’s movement. She admonishes privileged 
white ‘academic feminists’ and professional women who ‘hide from 
the oppression that undermines Third World women’s lives’ by 
isolating themselves from grass roots activism and politics. Homo- 
phobia and the de-emphasis of class and race analysis in white 
middle class feminism also prevent white women from overcoming 
their individual racism. Smith concludes that racism and sexism are 
fundamentally interrelated; racism must be eliminated before a non- 
sexist society can be realized. (TR) 


Smith, Dorothy E. (1979), ‘A Sociology for Women,’ in J. A. Sherman 
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and E. Torton Beck (eds), The Prism of Sex: Essays in the Sociology 
of Knowledge, Madison, University of Wisconsin Press, pp. 135-88. 
Smith proposes a ‘Copernican shift in sociology’ which would locate 
the knower within the everyday world of experience rather than, as 

at present, within the removed ‘discourse’ of the discipline, She 
identifies a ‘line of fault’ existing between women’s experience 

and the forms of thought and action made available for its expres- 
sion by social and ideological structures. This ‘line of fault’ forces 
women to view themselves as object; to become subject within the 
ideological relations of sociology or the ‘ruling apparatus’ of society, 
they must stand outside their own experience, examining it as phen- 
omenon rather than as problematic, taking an overview not available 
to the knower located in a specific time and place. Drawing on Marx 
and Engels, she suggests that sociology begin its inquiry not from 
within the established framework of existing sociology, but from the 
standpoint of the individual, involved in everyday relations, acted 
upon in an apparently disorganized fashion by a ‘ruling apparatus’ of 
social and ideological organization beyond her control. (JA) 


‘Special Issue: Women and Education’ (1982), Off Our Backs, May, 
vol, xii. 
In this special issue on women and education, the section devoted to 
Women’s Studies includes articles on: the theory and practice of 
Black Women’s Studies, the integration of feminist teaching styles 
into the general curricula, the history of Women’s Studies at SUNY 
Buffalo, and accounts of lesbian and Third World women who were 
fired — or ‘not rehired’ — due to their radical politics. (HK) 


‘Special Section: Women's Studies’ (1982), Change, vol. 14, no. 3, 
April, pp. 12-46. 
This issue includes: ‘Feminist Scholarship — The Extent of the Revo- 
lution’ by Florence Howe, ‘New Knowledge or a New Discipline: 
Women’s Studies at the University’ by Judith Walzer, ‘A Period of 
Remarkable Growth — Women’s Studies Research Centers’ by Miriam 
Chamberlain, ‘Transforming the Academy: Twelve Schools Working 
Together’ by Beth Reed, “Toward a Balanced Curriculum: The Study 
of Women at Wheaton College’ by Bonnie Spanier, ‘Men’s Studies 
and Women’s Studies’ by John Schilb and ‘Wellesley’s New Presi- 
dent: The Right Woman for the Right Job’ by Judy Foreman. 
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Florence Howe begins her essay with the reminder that tradi- 
tional patriarchal education only maintains women’s subordinate 
status and sex segregation in the workplace. The ‘male-centered cur- 
riculum’ must be changed into what it has never been, ‘coeduca- 
tional’; the major source for this transformation is Women’s Studies. 
Howe concludes with a list of the resources and barriers facing 
Women’s Studies today. Judith Walzer suggests that the existence of 
Women’s Studies as a separate and distinct discipline may be decided 
upon practical grounds; universities may no longer be able to afford 
Women’s Studies. Such a development would not conflict with 
Walzer’s theoretical position. She believes that the work of Women's 
Studies can be accomplished from within the old disciplines by 
introducing the ‘special perspective’ of Women’s Studies and thereby 
changing traditional disciplines. Finally, John Schilb discusses his 
position as a male teacher of Women’s Studies at Denison University 
and makes a case for the importance of men teaching in Women’s 
Studies, (NL) 


Spender, Dale (ed.) (1981) Men’s Studies Modified. The Impact of 
Feminism on the Academic Disciplines, Oxtord and New York, 
Athene Series, Pergamon Press, 

This book is concerned with the range of male control exercised 
within the construction of each discipline, It contains critiques of 
the disciplines and analyses of the changes that have been brought 
about in response to the feminist challenge. Contributors come from 
many countries and include Helen Baehr, Ruth Hubbard, Annette 
Kolodny, Cheris Kramarae, Joni Lovenduski, Helen Roberts, Sheila 
Ruth and Beverly Walker. Fifteen disciplines are examined and 
alternative feminist approaches to the respective fields discussed. 


Spender, Dale (1982a), Invisible Women. The Schooling Scandal 
(1982), Writers and Readers Publishing Cooperative. 
Spender exposes the myth of equal opportunities in education for 
women by drawing extensively on studies of classroom interaction. 
She demonstrates that ‘equality’ for young women is dependent 
upon their adjustment, rules and ideas instituted by men for the 
benefit of men. Therefore, our education system is founded upon 
half-truth, (RDK) 
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Spender, Dale (1982b), Women of Ideas and What Men Have Done To 
Them. From Aphra Bebn to Adrienne Rich, London and Boston, 
Routledge & Kegan Paul. 

Dale Spender looks at 150 women of our past and documents how 
they have been erased from the record of knowledgemaking as crea- 
tive intellectual thinkers. In example after example she shows how 
those who control the production of knowledge — men — either ‘use 
or lose’ women’s ideas and how little their methods have changed 
over the last three centuries. Because women still do not control the 
production of knowledge, Spender advocates going on a knowledge 
strike and stopping making our intellectual work available to men. The 
index of Women of Ideas demonstrates that working with a feminist 
perspective is different: by putting women at the center, entries such 
as ‘harassment’ (with well over 100 references), ‘politics: male 
appropriation,’ ‘reasoning, male, limitations of,’ ‘theft of women’s 
resources,’ ‘scholarship, male variety,’ etc. differ radically from the 
standard male-centered ones. (RDK) 


Spender, Dale (1983), ‘Theorising about Theorising,’ in G. Bowles and 
R. Duelli Klein (eds), Theories of Women’s Studies, London, Rout- 
ledge & Kegan Paul, pp. 27-31. 

Drawing upon her own experience of becoming a feminist and a 
writer, Dale Spender meditates on how we come to know and to the- 
orize. She reminds us of the arbitrary nature of all knowledge, 
asserting that since meaning is socially constructed, it is legitimate 
for us to advance our own feminist theories in order to create know- 
ledge for women to end patriarchy. (RDK) 


Stanley, Liz and Wise, Sue (1983), ‘ “Back into the personal” or: our 
attempt to construct “feminist research”’,’ in G. Bowles and R. 
Duelli Klein (eds), Theories of Women's Studies, London, Routledge 
& Kegan Paul, pp. 192-209. 

The doing of feminist research as advocated by Sue Wise and Liz 
Stanley, two British social scientists, must start with the researcher 
as a central part of her research project. Feminist research should be 
the doing of feminism, using the same approaches and procedures we 
use in ‘doing’ life, This means that we have to make ourselves vulner- 
able in the process of our research. By exploring how we construct 
our everyday lives as women and researchers (rather than ‘interpreting’ 
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in the conventional social science way) we will gain insights into the 
mechanisms of women’s oppression so that we can challenge them. 
(RDK) 


Stimpson, Catharine (1973a), ‘The New Feminism and Women’s 
Studies,’ Change, September, pp. 43-8. 
Stimpson’s goal here is ‘to dissipate the confusion and correct the 
contempt’ provoked by the term Women’s Studies. The article pro- 
vides an overview of Women’s Studies — its impetus and goals, its 
participants, and some of the issues and resistance encountered by 
those involved in Women’s Studies. 


Stimpson, Catharine (1973b), ‘What Matter Mind: A Theory About the 
Practice of Women’s Studies,’ Women’s Studies, vol. 1, no. 3, pp. 
293-314. 

An in-depth review of problems in Women’s Studies and how to sur- 
vive them. Stimpson examines internal disruptions as well as external 
opposition. Her strategy for surviving both internal and external 
problem stresses (1) freedom for individual programs to differ on 
issues, and (2) the necessity of a national organization to distribute 
information, conduct research, and sponsor projects in Women’s 
Studies. 


Sumpson, Catharine (1978), ‘Women’s Studies: An Overview,’ Ann 
Arbor Papers in Women’s Studies (Special Issue), May, pp. 14-26. 
Stimpson sees Women’s Studies as ‘galvanizing marginality,’ ener- 
getic and creative but still on the fringes of the academic commun- 
ity. She points to questions Women’s Studies should ask and to 
changes which have occurred because of it. Stimpson then defines 
three major aims: deconstruction of false axioms, logic, and conclu- 
sions; reconstruction of reality; and finally the construction of new 
theories and ideas. She strongly recommends an interdisciplinary 
approach and continuing interactions between academic programs 
and the Women’s Movement. 


Stimpson, Catharine (1979), ‘The Power to Name: Some Reflections on 
the Avant-Garde,’ in J. A. Sherman and E. Torton Beck (eds), The 
Prism of Sex: Essays in the Soctology of Knowledge, Madison, 
University of Wisconsin Press, pp. 55-77. 
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Stimpson’s article challenges the self-described avant-garde of liter- 
ary criticism. Avant-garde critics tend to appreciate a radical 
approach to style but maintain a traditional notion of sex-roles in 
their criticism and in recognition of artists. To support her views, 
Stimpson explores the MPLA and the Partisan Review. The former 
claims to be free from the influences of any specific group or its 
ideologies. It has published few women, however, and has in the past 
portrayed art and artist as masculine. The Partisan Review is a 
politically based literary magazine which ‘remains dedicated to an 
open inquiry that creates a climate for potentially and aesthetically 
radical activities.’ It has also neglected the literature and criticism of 
women, Stimpson discusses the treatment of Gertrude Stein and 
James Joyce in each publication to further illustrate this masculine 
bias towards art and artists. Stimpson concludes that avant-garde 
criticism must be developed which is sensitive to both political and 
stylistic revolution and which generates new structures of the self 
and community. (RW) 


Tobias, Sheila (1978), ‘Women’s Studies: Its Origins, Organization and 
Prospects,’ in H. Astin (ed.), The Higher Education of Women, New 
York, Praeger, pp. 80-94, Also in Women’s Studies International 
Quarterly (1978) vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 85-97. 

Tobias documents Women’s Studies’ development with reference to 
various programs, courses, publications and organizations, as well as 
to the issues and conflicts in Women’s Studies. She concludes with 

a brief look at the state of Women’s Studies in 1978, future develop- 
ments and difficulties, goals and possible alternative models, 


Wallsgrove, Ruth (1980), ‘The Masculine Face of Science,’ in the 
Brighton Women and Science Group (eds), Alice Through the Micro- 
scope, London, Virago, pp. 228-46. 

Wallsgrove argues that scientific rationalism is seen by most people 
in Western society as the clearest way of thinking because it is con- 
sidered ‘masculine’ and ‘masculine’ is valued in our culture. At the 
same time, the traits of an oppressed group are seen as inferior and 
often despised by the oppressors. She sees three common character- 
istics of science — detachment, rationality and the desire for con- 
trol — as a direct reaction to the caring, emotionality and ‘mysterious’ 
characteristics traditionally defined as feminine. (LM) 
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Watkins, Bari (1983), ‘Feminism: A Last Chance for the Humanities?’ 
in G. Bowles and R. Duelli Klein (eds), Theories of Women’s Studies, 
London, Routledge & Kegan Paul, pp. 79-87. 

A lively paper delivered at the first meeting of the National Women’s 
Studies Association which asserts that the bereft humanities have a 
good deal to gain from the lesson of Women’s Studies — if they 

will only learn, Watkins says that for people in Women’s Studies 

the ‘liberal arts education holds a promise and a sense of purpose 
sadly lacking in much of the university’ and that, in fact, Women’s 
Studies offers a ‘model of intellectual revolution which may well 
prove to be most effective for all of the humanities.’ 


Westkott, Marcia (1979), ‘Feminist Criticism of the Social Sciences,’ 
Harvard Educational Review, vol. 49, no. 4, pp. 422-30. 
Westkott argues that social science has failed women because of its 
‘happy functionalist assumption of a mutually supportive relation- 
ship between personality and culture;’ the methodological separa- 
tion of researcher and researched; and its study of women as part of 
a kind of academic fad. Moreover, she challenges the idea that once 
conscious, people act — since women are most often powerless. On 
the other hand, feminist social science describes female alienation 
from the world, depends on intersubjectivity as a method, and 
creates a scholarship for women that reflects the tension and contra- 
diction in our lives. 


Westkott, Marcia (1983), ‘Women’s Studies as a Strategy for Change: 
Between Criticism and Vision,’ in G. Bowles and R. Duelli Klein 
(eds), Theories of Women’s Studies, London, Routledge & Kegan 
Paul, pp. 210-18. 

Marcia Westkott reminds us that Women’s Studies is not a mere 
academic exercise but work to induce social change 7She says that 
we must keep the dialectic of criticism and vision constantly in mind 
as we teach and write. She points out that vision is more apparent in 
our classrooms than in our publications, since survival in the academy 
encourages us to be cautious, She warns against this lack of risk-taking 
and points to feminist poets and writers outside the academy who are 
‘shattering... old forms and creating new ones.’ Women in academe 
must do this, too, cutting ourselves free from the ‘false-categories 
and promises’ of convenuonal scholarship and teaching. (GLB) 


Selected annotated bibliography/265 


‘Women's Studies in 1977: Going Forward’ (1977), The Radical 
Teacher, Special Issue, December. 
This issue is entirely devoted to Women’s Studies. Of the fifteen 
articles, eight are personal histories and reviews by instructors of 
Women’s Studies classes at different colleges, Three others deal with 
women’s literature (Afro-American Literature, Poetry by Women in 
Prison, and the ‘Bawdy Lore of Southern Women’) and one relates 
the story of a lesbian culture study group. Additionally, Stimpson 
tells of ‘The Making of Signs,’ and Nancy Hoffman reviews Florence 
Howe’s report on Women’s Studies Programs. 


‘Women’s Studies’ issue (1980), The Radical Teacher, no. 17, 
November, 64 pages. 
This issue focuses on two recent directions in Women's Studies: (1) 
teaching, researching and theorizing about the lives and work of 
black women, and (2) the development of lesbian studies and the 
perpetuation of heterosexual bias within Women’s Studies. Authors 
include Mary Helen Washington on a theoretical framework for a 
literary history of black women; Linda Berry and Judith McDaniel 
on teaching contemporary black women writers; an annotated bibli- 
ography on Black Lesbian Literature/Black Lesbian Lives by J. R. 
Roberts, In addition, Peg Cruishank discusses Lesbian Studies 
(‘Some Preliminary Notes’) and Bonnie Zimmerman’s essay ‘Les- 
bianism 101’ talks about some of the problems and joys of teach- 
ing a lesbian studies class, while Elly Bulkin explores the phenomenon 
of homophobia in ‘Heterosexism and Women's Studies,’ In a re- 
flection on the limitations of Women’s Studies, Marilyn Frye is 
particularly worried about training our students to be reformists 
rather than revolutionaries and suggests that we carefully reexamine 
the ways we teach Women’s Studies, Paraphrasing Emma Goldman, 
she says that the way we make our revolution determines how and 
who we shall be after it: ‘We suffered a single flash of vision. . . 
and set about to institutionalize it.’ (RDK) 


Zangrando, Joanna S. (1975), ‘Women's Studies in the United States: 
Approaching Reality,’ American Studies International, vol. 14, no. 
1, pp. 15-36. 
Zangrando discusses the development of Women’s Studies — its 
interdisciplinary aspects, methodologies, communication networks 
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and resource centers. She then continues with an extensive list and a 
brief description of Women’s Studies and women’s movement 
literature, from early documentaries and personal writings to 
current collections and analytical works. 


Zihlman, Adrienne L. (1978), ‘Women in Evolution, Part Il: 
Subsistence and Social Organization Among Early Hominids,’ 
Signs, vol. 4., No. 1, pp. 4-20 
Presenting an overview of the evidence on hominid evolution, 
Zihlman discusses the development of social organization as an 
adaptive strategy and, in contrast to traditional interpretations of 
prehistory, she places the female at the center of the analysis. The 
article focuses on the question: ‘How did human males evolve so as 
to complement the female role?’ Using evidence from archaeology, 
primate studies, and biochemical dating, Zihlman provides a con- 
vincing and well documented argument for the creation and 
transmission of social organization and culture based on a mother- 
centered group. Kinship bonds, food sharing, and the development 
of tools are linked to the necessities of childcare in a foraging 
economy which would emphasize strategies for enhanced mobility. 


Editors’ Note Whilst Theories of Women’s Studies was in the process of 
publication, the following important work for Women’s Studies was 
published: 

Cruikshank, Margaret (ed.) (1982), Lesbian Studies: Present and 
Future, Old Westbury, New York, The Feminist Press. 

‘The contributors to Lesbian Studies believe that our past invisibility 
has been harmful not only to us, but to all students and teachers, to 
anyone, in fact, who trusts education to “lead out” to comprehensive 
views and a tolerance for diversity.’ This statement from the introduc- 
tion summarizes the main aim of Lesbian Studies: to start compensa- 
ting for Women’s Studies’s lack of incorporating lesbian perspectives as 
experienced by a wide range of women of different colours, classes, 
ages and religious beliefs in its research and teaching. The book opens 
with five essays on ‘Lesbians in the Academic World: The Personal/ 
Political Experience’, among them Doris Davenport’s paper ‘Black 
Lesbians in Academia: Visible Invisibility’ and Toni McNaron’s ‘ “Out” 
At the University: Myth and Reality’. The next section comprises nine 
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essays on what happens in the classroom when lesbian issues are 
introduced, These papers range from Carolyn Fontaine's proposed 
conceptual framework based on an analysis of patriarchy, hetero- 
sexism and woman-identification to Jane Gurko’s ‘Sexual Energy in the 
Classroom’ which discusses the power imbalances and consequent 
romantic fantasies with which the lesbian tutor has to deal, ‘Teaching 
About Jewish Lesbians in Literature’ by Evelyn Torton Beck and 
‘Lesbian Literature: A Third World Feminist Perspective’ by Cherrie 
Moraga and Barbara Smith. Discussions on ‘New Research/New 
Perspectives’ are compiled in the third section providing a multitude 

of examples of the dimensions that Lesbian Studies brings to Women’s 
Studies by asking different questions, or by understanding existing 
questions differently. It includes essays on science, literary criticism, 
history, sport and physical education, lesbians of colour, older lesbians, 
etc. Estelle Friedman’s short essay ‘Resources for Lesbian History’ 
suggests the study of personal papers, literature, newspapers, legal 
records, oral history and photographs in order to fill in the gaps in our 
history. The syllabi of nine courses in Lesbian Studies taught in the US 
are put together in the appendix and a bibliography as well as a list of 
other resources such as audio-visual materials, archives, publishers, 
centres etc. make this book strengthening and encouraging for lesbians 
and challenging for heterosexual Women’s Studies practitioners, but 
above all it is an important contribution to Women’s Studies/feminism’s 
aim to be accountable to and in the interest of all women, (RDK) 


Notes 


1 The bibliography was compiled by the members of the Women's Studies 110 
(Theories of Women's Studies) seminars at the University of California, 
Berkeley, Fall 1979, Fall 1980 and Spring 1982. Annotations were written 
by Jane Appling, Paulina Azocar, Danit Ben-Ari, Ann Ben-Porat, Gloria 
Bowles, Renate Duelli Klein, Wendy Gilmore, Susan Hensley, Marie Langly, 
Nancy Lindsley, Lillian McDonnel, Karen Minardi, Marie Paris, Taly 
Rutenberg and Robin Winn. Annotations without initials were written by 
Ericka Heckscher, Gloria Bowles and Renate Duelli Klein, The bibliography 
was edited by Taly Rutenberg. 

2 Single copies of this monograph may be requested from: Social Processes/ 
Women's Research Team, National Institute of Education, Mail Stop 7, 1200 
19th Street, NW Washington, DC 20208, USA. 

3 Ibid. 
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4 Ibid, 

5 Single copies of this monograph may be requested from: Mary Ann Millsap, 
Program on Teaching and Learning, Testing, Assessment and Evaluation 
Program, National Institute of Education, 1200 19th Street, NW, Washington, 
DC 20208, USA, 
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Theories of Women’s Studies 


Women’s Studies investigates the world from women-centred 
perspectives which cross the boundaries of traditional academic 
disciplines. Thus every issue, every question is material for Women 's 
Studies. The worldwide development of Women’s Studies over the past 
decade presents a radical challenge to the male-centred bias which 
dominates knowledge-making. 


In this book feminist scholars discuss the assumptions and aims of 
Women's Studies, its connections with the women’s movement, its 
research, its teaching and its emerging methodologies. 


The contributors come from a range of disciplines: the humanities, the 
social and natural sciences, and from international backgrounds, 
primarily the USA, and Britain, Germany and Switzerland. They are 
united in working to develop a trans-disciplinary approach to the 
generation and distribution of knowledge and it is these new questions 
and their implications that demonstrate the exciting potential of a 
feminist education in women’s international quest for social change. 


‘An important collection for all who are concerned with Women’ S 
Studies as an area of Higher Education in its own right and with 
enriching the traditional disciplines through feminism’. 

Diana Leonard 
Chair of the Women’s Studies Course Team 
Open University, England. 


"This book extends the project of the definition of Women’s Studies toa 
new level of complexity and sophistication.’ 
Deborah Rosenfelt, 
Coordinator, Women’s Studies 
San Francisco State University. 
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